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CHaPTeR 1
InTRoDUCTIon

 
1.1 InTRoDUCTIon

California law recognizes the vital role local governments play in the supply and affordability 
of housing. Each local government in California is required to adopt a comprehensive, long-
term General Plan for the physical development of the city or county. In compliance with 
Government Article 10.6, a Housing Element is to be adopted as one of the seven mandated 
elements of the General Plan. Housing Element law, first enacted in 1969, mandates that local 
governments adequately plan to meet the existing and projected housing needs of all economic 
segments of the community. The State Legislature has found that “the availability of housing 
is of vital statewide importance, and the early attainment of decent housing and a suitable 
living environment for every California family is a priority of the highest order.” (Government 
Code §65580(a)). The Housing Element establishes goals, policies and programs to facilitate 
and encourage the provision of safe, adequate housing for its current and future residents of 
all income levels.

The Housing Element differs from other required elements, in that the State mandates that 
it include specific information and analyze population and housing trends. Also, unlike other 
General Plan elements, the Housing Element must be submitted to the California State 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review and certification. 
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1.2 THe CITY of KInG 2007-2014 HoUsInG eleMenT

The greatest areas of existing housing need in the City of King are the provision of apartments 
for renters and the provision of affordable townhomes and condominiums for young families. 
A large share of the population still earns lower incomes, as evidenced by significant levels of 
overcrowding and overpayment. In the future, job growth will bring a need for more affordable 
housing to accommodate the agricultural industry, wholesale/retail industry, and some business 
services. However, there will also be a need to expand single-family housing opportunities for 
higher income earners.

the City of King faces several key housing issues:

1) Providing housing affordable to all segments of the population;
2) Preserving the quality of the housing stock;
3) Providing adequate residential sites to accommodate the City’s future housing needs; and 
4) Achieving a balance between employment and housing opportunities.
 
As mandated by State law, the planning period for this Housing Element extends from January 
1, 2007, to June 30, 2014. This Element identifies strategies and programs that focus on: 

1) Conserving and improving existing affordable housing; 
2) Providing adequate housing sites; 
3) Assisting in the development of affordable housing; 
4) Removing governmental and other constraints to housing development; 
5) Promoting equal housing opportunities; and 
6) Encouraging efficient use of land and energy resources in relationship to 
     residential development.

The Housing Element consists of the following major components, as required by State law:

review the previous housing element: The City must review the actual results of the policies, 
programs, and quantified objectives adopted in the previous Housing Element and analyze the 
difference between what was projected and what was achieved. 

housing needs assessment: The Housing Element must include a community profile 
of population characteristics, housing information, housing stock, tenure, and housing 
affordability. The City must also consider special housing needs of the community, such as 
seniors, farmworkers, homeless, large households, and female-headed households.

projected housing needs: California law requires the Department of Housing and Community 
Development to project statewide housing needs and allocate the need to each region in the 
State. After consulting with the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG), HCD 
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provided the regional need to AMBAG. It is AMBAG’s responsibility to allocate the projected 
needs to the unincorporated County and to each of the incorporated cities within the region.

land Inventory: The City must compile relevant information on the zoning, acreage, density 
ranges, availability of services and infrastructure, and dwelling unit capacity of sites that are 
suitable for residential development.

governmental and nongovernmental Constraints: The City must identify and analyze 
impediments to the development of housing for all income levels.

program of actions: The City must develop housing programs that meet local housing goals, 
quantify objectives, and fulfill HCD requirements. The City must develop quantified objectives 
for new construction, rehabilitation, and conserved units by income category (i.e. very low, low, 
moderate, and above moderate) to make sure that both the existing and the projected housing 
needs are met, consistent with the City’s share of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
(RHNA).

1.3 DaTa soURCes

Various information sources have been used to prepare the Housing Element, with 1990 
and 2000 Census Data representing the primary sources. Other sources used to update and 
supplement the Census data, included:

•	 Population and demographic data from the State Department of Finance.
•	 Housing market information, such as home sales, rents, and vacancies.
•	 Public and non-profit agencies were consulted for data on special needs groups, the services 

available to them, and gaps in the system.

1.4 RelaTIonsHIP To THe GeneRal Plan

The 2007-2014 Housing Element is one of the eight elements of the City General Plan. The City 
of King adopted its General Plan in 1998. The City’s General Plan includes the Land Use Element, 
Circulation Element, Housing Element, Noise Element, Conservation/Open Space/and Safety 
Element, and the Economic Element. The Housing Element builds upon the other General Plan 
Elements and is consistent with the policies set forth in those elements.

The City will ensure consistency between the Housing Element and other General Plan 
elements so that policies introduced in one element are consistent with other elements. At this 
time, the Housing Element does not propose significant changes to any other element of the 
City’s General Plan. However, if it becomes apparent that over time changes to any element 
are needed for internal consistency, such changes will be proposed for consideration by the 
Planning Commission and City Council.  In the event the rezoning is necessary to accomplish the 
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Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), the General Plan will be amended, as appropriate.
Due to the passage of AB 162 relating to flood protection, the City may be required to amend the 
Safety and Conservation Elements of the General Plan. If amendments are needed the Housing 
Element will be amended to be consistent with the Safety and Conservation Elements.

1.5 PUblIC PaRTICIPaTIon

Community involvement allows residents to provide input on housing issues and helps in the 
development of strategies to address the housing needs of the City of King residents. Given 
limited resources, the City developed an appropriate and cost-effective outreach program that 
maximized input across different segments of the community.  The City’s outreach program 
involved the three components listed below.  In addition, through a Caltrans Grant awarded to 
the City for downtown planning, the City has been able to expand and continue the discussion 
of housing needs and opportunities.  This outreach effort is also discussed below. 

1) One-on-one interviews of key housing and service providers;
2) A fully-noticed workshop on the Housing Element; 
3) Conducting Public hearings for adoption before the City Council and Planning Commission;  
and 
4) Public review and comment.

Interviews: As part of the Housing Element update, one-on-one interviews were conducted with 
key housing and service providers, major employers, and several key developers. Information 
from these interviews are incorporated into the Housing Element where appropriate. These 
interviews helped to define housing needs within the community, identify constraints, as well 
as discuss opportunities for future housing growth.

Workshop: A workshop was held on November 12, 2008, to discuss the Housing Element process, 
address changes to State Housing Element law, and create an opportunity for community 
dialogue. The workshop was noticed in the City of King Rustler newspaper and at City Hall.

public hearings for adoption: Public outreach will continue through the completion and 
adoption of the Element. The Planning Commission, the City Council, and public will have 
additional opportunities to comment in several duly-noticed public hearings. Copies of the 
draft Housing Element will be available for review on the City website, City Hall, the public 
library, and local schools.

Downtown Planning Effort:  The City of King was recently awarded (early 2009) a Caltrans 
Environmental Justice Grant for strategic planning for the City’s historic downtown (Historic 
Corridor Revitalization Plan). The Plan will provide guidance and recommendations for 
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enhancing business opportunities, housing, streetscapes, and other community services and 
activities. The Plan will also propose new development standards that generate investment 
opportunity and facilitate the construction and renovation of downtown mixed-use and 
residential buildings.

A robust and inclusive public participation process has been established for developing the 
Historic Corridor Revitalization Plan.  This includes stakeholder interviews and three workshops.  
The interviews were held in July 2009; the first workshop was held in July 2009; the second 
workshop was held in September 2009; and the third workshop is scheduled for January 2010.  
The preparation and implementation of the Housing Element has benefitted from this process.  
Much of the discussion has centered on the housing market, needs, and constraints.  To a large 
extent the comments reinforce ideas and programs in the Housing Element, however, new 
ideas will be incorporated into the document.  

The City was also awarded a 2010 Caltrans Environmental Justice Grant.  These funds should 
be received early next year and will enable the City to continue the downtown planning and 
outreach efforts.

public review and Comment: In October, copies of the Draft Housing Element for HCD’s 60 day 
review were distributed to organizations that represent low-and moderate-income households.  
Agencies that received letters include: the Monterey County Housing, Inc., United Farm Workers- 
Salinas Office, Community Housing Improvement Systems and Planning Associations, Inc. 
(CHISPA), and the Housing Advocacy Council of Monterey. No comments were received. 
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CHaPTeR 2
eXIsTInG ConDITIons

2.1 PoPUlaTIon, eMPloYMenT, anD HoUsInG CHaRaCTeRIsTICs 

Community Context
The City of King is a relatively small agriculture-based community at the southern end of the 
Salinas Valley in Monterey County, California. The City is located on the Highway 101 corridor 
connecting the San Francisco Bay Area and the Central Coast. It is near Greenfield, Soledad, and 
Gonzales, other agricultural communities in the Salinas Valley. 

Greenfield

San Ardo

Soledad

The City of King

Salinas

San Miguel

Gonzales

San Luis Obispo

Paso Robles

Atascadero

Average commute time for the City of King 
workers: 17 minutes 
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population and households
As of 2006 the City of King had 11,225 citizens. The City is expected to grow to approximately 
15,484 people by 2010 (AMBAG, 2004). Figure 2.1 below depicts the population increase in the 
City of King, Soledad, and Monterey County between 1990 and 2006. Between 1990 and 2000, 
the City of King grew by over 45 percent (4.5 percent average annual growth) while the number 
of housing units grew by less than 20 percent. More recently, growth slowed significantly. The 
population grew only 1.2 percent between 2000 and 2006 (0.2 percent annual average growth). 
The growth in nearby Soledad was similar between 1990 and 2000 at 57 percent (5.7 percent 
annual average growth)1. Growth in Monterey County as a whole has been much more gradual 
than either the City of King or Soledad at just under 13 percent between 1990 and 2000 (1.3 
percent annual average growth) and at just 2 percent from 2000 to 2006 (0.4 percent annual 
average growth). 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000

Table 2.1 Household Growth Trends (1990 & 2000)

Year Households Numerical
 Change

Percent 
Change

1990 2,181 n/a n/a
2000 2,783 602 10%

household trends, 1990 - 2000
Between 1990 and 2000, there was a 27 percent increase in number of households, growing 
from 2,181 to 2,783 at the end of the decade (see Table 2.1).  

1  The 2006 American Communities Survey included the numbers for the prisoner population in Soledad, however, 1990 
and 2000 U.S. Censuses did not. In the 2003 Housing Element Update, the City of Soledad projected that the City’s 
population without the prison population in 2005 would be 11,811 and the prison population would be 16,740 totaling 
28,551. The actual 2006 total showed growth was slightly less than projected.

Figure 2.1 Population Growth Trends

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000; American Community Survey  (ACS), 2006

The City of King

7,634

11,094

11,225

Soledad

7,146

11,263

27,702

Monterey County

355,660

401,762

410,206

1990 Census

2000 Census

2006 ACS
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Table 2.2 Households by Tenure (1990 & 2000)

                 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000

1990: Number 1990: Percent 2000: Number 2000: Percent
Owner 961 44% 1,404 50%
Renter 1,220 56% 1,379 50%
Total 2,181 100% 2,783 100%

households by tenure
The percentage of owner-occupied households has increased since 1990.  There were 961 
owners to 1,220 renters in 1990 and 1,404 owners to 1,379 renters in 2000 (See Table 2.2).

2,800

2,400

2,000

1,600

1,200

800

400

0

15 to
 24

35 to
 44

45 to
 54

75 to
 84

85 and over

1990

2000

Figure 2.2 Age Distribution:  City of King

Source: U.S. Census Bureau , 1990 and 2000

25 to
 34

65 to
 74

55 to
 64

5 to
 14

Under 5

age
Figure 2.2 below, identifies the change in age distribution that took place in the City of King 
between 1990 and 2000. Overall, the largest growth took place between the age categories 
between 5 and 44. The only decrease in population took place within the age category of 55 to 
64.
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race/ethnicity
In the Census, respondents could choose the race or races with which they most closely 
identify. Ethnic grounds are determined by the respondents cultural heritage - separate from 
racial background.  As shown in Table 2.3, in 2000 the majority of the City of King’s population 
was white (43 percent) or some other race (50 percent). By ethnicity, the population was 80 
percent Hispanic or Latino. 

Table 2.3 Race/Ethnicity, The City of King: 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Race
White 4,669 43%
Black or African American 65 .08%
American Indian and Alaskan Native 116 1%
Asian 136 1%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 15 .02%
Some other race 5,598 50%
Two or more races 495 4%
Total Population (Race) 11,094 100%
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 8,922 80%
Not Hispanic or Latino 2,172 20%
Total Population (Ethnicity) 11,094 100%
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

County/City Civilian 
Labor Force

Employed

The City of King 4,763 4,057
Soledad 4,697 4,188
Monterey County 179,645 163,987

Table 2.4 Employment: 2000

employment by Industry
As of the 2000 Census, the City of King had 4,057 employed persons, with the largest industries 
identified as agriculture, education, manufacturing, and retail trade (see Tables 2.4 and 2.5). 
According to the Monterey County Agriculture Commissioners Annual Report, agriculture 
produced the highest revenue of the employment sectors in the County. As of 2007, vegetable 
crops accounted for over $2.5 billion in total value, while fruits and nuts contributed over $900 
million in total value. The Salinas Valley produced over 40 percent of the nation’s strawberries 
as of 2007, and was listed as the second-largest crop grown in the County (Monterey County 
Agriculture Commissioner, 2007). Table 2.6 lists some of the City’s major employers.

Unemployment is slightly higher in the City of King than in Soledad and Monterey County. 
In 2000, 85 percent of citizens in the labor force were employed in the City of King, while 91 
percent were employed in Monterey County, and 89 percent were employed in Soledad.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Agriculture   1,532 (38%)

Education   447 (11.0%)

Manufacturing  369 (9.1%)

Retail Trade   345 (8.5%)

Arts    228 (5.6%)

Wholesale Trade  209 (5.2%)

Professional    206 (5.1%)

Public Administration  197 (4.9%)

Transportation  143 (3.5%)

Construction   141 (3.5%)

Other    114 (3.5%)

Finance   72 (1.8%)

Information   24 (0.6%)

Table 2.5 Employment by Industry: 2000
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Table 2.6 City of King: Major Employers

Source: City of King, 2008

Company Name Industry Type Employees
Rio Farms/Gill Onions Vegetable Growers and Shippers 30 - 200
San Berbabe Vineyards Wine Grapes 575
Mee Memorial Hospital Health 250
L.A. Hearne Warehouse Grain and Bean Processing 100
Gilroy Foods Dehydration of Vegetables 85
Casey Printing Printing and Publishing 75
City of King Services 75
KCAC, Inc Asbestos 45
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2.2 oVeRCRowDInG & oVeRPaYMenT

overcrowding 
The Census defines an overcrowded unit as one occupied by 1.01 more persons per room 
(excluding bathroom and kitchen). Units with more than 1.5 persons per room are considered 
extremely overcrowded. Overcrowding can occur where there are not enough adequately 
sized units in a community. Over time, overcrowding can impact the condition of the housing 
stock and stress infrastructure. 

Overcrowding is a significant issue in the City of King, especially in renter-occupied households. 
In 2000, 26 percent of owner-occupied households were overcrowded while 53 percent of 
renter-occupied households were overcrowded (see Table 2.7). Moreover, 33 percent of the 
renter-occupied units were severely overcrowded. In the County, approximately 7 percent 
of owner-occupied households and 29 percent of renter-occupied households were over-
crowded in 2000. 

To address overcrowding, the Housing Element includes programs to increase the supply of 
multi-family units with three or more bedrooms and to expand affordability by working with 
non-profits to assemble land and write down development costs. 

overpayment
Overpayment is defined as paying more than 30 percent of household income on housing 
costs, including utilities. In the City of King, approximately 29 percent of owner-occupied 
households and 40 percent of renter-occupied households are paying more than 30 percent of 
their income towards housing (see Tables 2.8 and 2.9).

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Persons Per Room Households: Owner Households: Renter Total Households
1.00 or less 1,032 74% 644 47% 1,676 60%

1.01 to 1.50 148 10% 283 20% 431 15%
1.51 or more 224 16% 452 33% 676 24%

Total 1,404 100% 1,379 100% 2,783 100%
Overcrowded by Tenure 372 26% 735 53%

Table 2.7 Overcrowded Households, The City of King: 2000
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The impacts of high housing costs fall disproportionately on lower income households, 
especially renters. Most of the renter-occupied units overpaying earns less than $20,000 per 
year.

To address overpayment, the City of King proposes a variety of programs to expand affordability. 
The City will focus its redevelopment set aside on new construction of affordable units and 
leverage these resources with State funds. Other strategies include proactive outreach to 
project proponents and single-family rehabilitation programs. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 2.9 Overpayment: Renter-Occupied Units, City of King: 2000

Income Range Total 
Households

0-20% of
HH Income

20-29% of
HH Income

30-34% of
HH Income

35+% of 
HH Income

$0 - 10,000 193    7% 0 0 0 162
$10,000 - 19,999 323    12% 0 69 24 221
$20,000 - 34,999 352    14% 27 185 42 81
$35,000 - 49,999 181    7% 59 92 20 0

$50,000 + 330    13% 307 12 10 0
Subtotal 1379    53% 393 358 96 464

 

Income Range Total 
Households

0-20% of
HH Income

20-29% of
HH Income

30-34% of
HH Income

35+% of 
HH Income

$0 - 10,000 48   2% 0 0 0 29
$10,000 - 19,999 173    7% 39 36 32 66
$20,000 - 34,999 210    8% 63 73 15 59
$35,000 - 49,999 203    8% 53 63 22 65

$50,000 + 572    22% 298 214 17 43
Subtotal 1206    47% 453 386 86 262

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 2.8 Overpayment: Owner-Occupied Units, City of King: 2000
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Table 2.10 Extremely Low Income Households, 2000
Total 

Renters
Total 

Owners
Total 

Households
Extremely Low Income Households 344 82 426
Percent with any housing problems 94.2% 65.9% 88.7%

Percent with housing cost burden >30% 
of income

85.5% 65.9% 81.7%

Percent with housing cost burden >50% 
of income

71.2% 36.6% 64.6%

Source: CHAS Data Book, 2000

2.3 eXTReMelY low InCoMe HoUsInG neeDs

Extremely low income households earn 30 percent or less of median income. The median 
income in the County is $64,000 for a family of four. This results in an extremely low income of 
$19,440 or less for a four-person household. Of the 2,783 households in the City, 344 renters and 
82 owners (about 15 percent of all households) have household income less than 30 percent of 
median income. As Table 2.10 illustrates, these households have a higher percentage of housing 
problems and a greater cost burden than other households.

Based on State law methodology, the City estimates that 50 percent of its very low income 
housing allocation are extremely low income households. As a result, from the very-low 
income need of 128 units (see Table 4.1), the City has a projected need of 64 units for extremely 
low income. Most extremely low income households receive public assistance, such as social 
security or disability insurance. 

To address the need for extremely low income households, the City will employ a number of 
strategies, including promoting a variety of housing types and working with non-profit builders 
that specialize in supportive housing for extremely low-income households. 

2.4 HoUsInG sToCK CHaRaCTeRIsTICs

age of housing stock
The majority of the City of King housing, nearly 78 percent, was built between 1960 and 2000.  
Moreover, the period between 1990 and 2000 saw the largest growth in number of housing 
units in the City with roughly 24 percent built.  The first half of the century (1949 or earlier) saw 
only 11 percent of the City of King’s existing housing built (see Table 2.11).
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 2.11 Age of Housing Stock, 
City of King: 2000
1939 or Earlier 185 6%
1940 to 1949 132 5%
1950 to 1959 320 11%
1960 to 1969 536 19%
1970 to 1979 574 20%
1980 to 1989 432 15%
1990 to 2000 676 24%
Total 2,855 100%

2.5 HoUsInG ConDITIons

A housing conditions survey was conducted in June 2008 to determine the number of units 
considered to be substandard in quality or in need of repair or replacement. The survey was 
conducted through a windshield study that rates the physical condition of a unit. Information 
compiled by the survey included five structural categories: foundation, roofing, siding, windows, 
and electrical. Based on scores assigned to the five categories, each housing structure was rated 
as being sound, in need of minor repairs, in need of moderate repairs, in need of substantial 
repairs, or dilapidated.

Although most of the units were found to be in sound condition, Table 2.12 details the results 
of the housing conditions survey.  According to the survey, the majority of units that required 
some level of repair fell into the “minor” category with about 23 percent of the total units 
surveyed. No units were found to be dilapidated. Very few units were found to need substantial 
repair.

Housing Type Sound Minor Moderate Substantial Dilapidated Total
Single 1282 382 12 1 0 1677
Mobile 110 53 50 1 0 214
Duplex 52 14 7 2 0 75

Multifamily 43 14 9 3 0 69
Total 1487 463 78 7 0 2035

Percent 73.1% 22.8% 3.8% 0.3% 0.0% 100%

Table 2.12 Housing Conditions Survey

Source: City of King, 2008
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Table 2.13 Housing Inventory by Unit Type, City of King (1990 & 2000)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000

Units, 1990 Units, 2000 Units, 2008
Single-Family Units 1,395  57% 1,856  65% 1,994 66%
Multiple-Family Units 756  31% 707  25% 725 24%
Mobile Homes 293  12% 292  10% 290 10%
Total Housing Units 2,444  100% 2,855  100% 3,009 100%

housing Inventory by unit type
According to 1990 and 2000 Census, the number of single-family units increased roughly 33 
percent, while the number of multi-family units decreased by 10 percent.  Overall the number 
of total units increased by 12 percent from 2,444 units to 2,855 units (See Table 2.13). 



Chapter 2. Existing Conditions

18

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000. US Dept of Finance E-5 Report, 2008

Unit Type Units 1990 Units 2000 Units 2008 Change
SF Detached 1,147 47% 1,575 55% 1,712 57% 8%
SF Attached 248 10% 281 10% 282 9% -
2 87 4% 151 5% 304 10% 6%
3 or 4 200 8% 136 5% - -
5 to 9 152 6% 150 5% 421 14% .01%
10 to 19 253 10% 165 6% - -
20 to 49 52 2% 83 3% - -
50 or more 0 0% 22 1% - -
Mobile Home 293 12% 292 10% 290 10% -1%
Boat, RV, Van, etc 12 1% 0 0% 0 - -
Total Housing Units 2,444 100% 2,855 100% 3,009 100% 5%

Table 2.14 Housing Units by Type, City of King (1990, 2000, & 2008)

Table 2.15 Housing Units by Type, Soledad (1990 & 2000)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000

Unit Type Units 1990 Units 2000
SF Detached 1,058 64% 1,687 66%
SF Attached 153 9% 206 8%
2 72 4% 191 8%
3 or 4 63 4% 125 5%
5 to 9 22 1% 38 1%
10 to 19 73 4% 24 .08%
20 to 49 61 4% 144 6%
50 or more 0 0% 5 .02%
Mobile Home 132 8% 123 5%
Boat, RV, Van, etc 16 2% 0 0%

Total Housing Units 1,650 100% 2,543 100%

Tables 2.14 and 2.15 show the housing units by type in the City of King and Soledad. As the 
Tables show, Soledad had more single-family and less multi-family than the City of King as of 
the 2000 Census.
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Table 2.16 Occupancy Status: 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Status City of King Soledad Monterey County
For Rent 10  14% 24  41% 1,711  16%
For Sale Only 29 40% 6  10% 3,261  31%
Rented or Sold, 
not occupied 8 11% 0  0% 393 4%

For seasonal, recreational,
or occasional use 17 24% 15  25% 4,180  40%

For migrant workers 0 0% 14  24% 79 1%
Other vacant 8 11% 0 0% 848  8%
Total 72 100% 59  100% 10,472 100%

Status The City of King Soledad Monterey County
Occupied 2,783 97% 2,484  98% 121,236  92%
Vacant 72      3% 59       2% 10,472    8%
Total 2,855  100% 2,543  100% 131,708  100%

Table 2.17  Vacancy Status: 2000

occupancy status
Table 2.16 shows the units identified as occupied and vacant by the U.S. Census Bureau. As of 
2000, over 97 percent (2,783 units) of total units in the City of King were identified as occupied, 
while 3 percent (72 units) were vacant. The percentages of vacant units in the City of King and 
Soledad are lower than Monterey County.

Vacancy status
Table 2.17 depicts the status of vacant units for the City, Soledad, and the County. In the City 
of King, the majority of vacant units are those identified as being “for sale only”, listed as 40 
percent of the vacant total (72 units). The second highest percentage falls into the category of 
homes “for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use” with over 24 percent (17 units). As of the 
2000 Census, there are no vacant units for migrant farmworkers.
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000
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2.6 InCoMe anD affoRDabIlITY

median household Income
The median household income in the City of King 2000 was $34,398 (see Figure 2.3). The highest 
median household income in the City of King was $50,427 for householders between 45 to 54 
years of age. 

Householder: 25 years and under $33,750
Householder: 25 - 34 years $29,821
Householder: 35 - 44 years $38,015
Householder: 45 - 54 years $50,427
Householder: 55 - 64 years $45,625
Householder: 65 - 74 years $28,222
Householder: 75 years and over $14,839
Median $34,398

Table 2.18 Median Household Income in 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000
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Table 2.19 Households by Income: 2000

County/City $0 - $24,999 $25,000 -$44,999 $45,000 - $99,999 $100,000 + Total
City of King 992  35% 741  26% 874  31% 212  8% 2,819
Soledad 672  28% 414  17% 1,018  42% 141  6% 2,435
Monterey County 27,292  23% 28,808  24% 46,624  38% 18,475  15% 121,199

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000

households by Income
Table 2.19 shows the distribution of income for the City of King and Soledad. As of 2000, the 
largest percentage of households in the City of King earned between $0 - $24,999 (35 percent 
of the total number of households). The second highest percentage of households earned 
between $45,000 - $99,999, (31 percent of the total number of households. Recent studies 
conducted for the City indicate that household income has decreased from 1990 to 2008, from 
$69,000 to $61,800 (adjusted for inflation). 

Cost of housing
The average rent in the City of King in 2000 was $644 per month while the average home-value 
was $138,700 (U.S. Census, 2000). These numbers were higher overall in Monterey County with 
an average rent of $776 per month and home value of $265,800. Soledad’s rents were lower at 
$623 per month with a higher average home value of $153,800 (See Table 2.20).

The average prices of homes and townhomes sold in southern Monterey County in recent years 
are shown in Figures 2.4 and 2.5. While the median home value fell significantly between 2006 
and 2007, the median town home value increased over the same period.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000

Table 2.20 Median Owner-Value/Gross Rent (1990 & 2000)

County/City Median Gross 
Rent, 1990

Median Gross 
Rent, 2000

Median Owner-Value,
1990

Median Owner-
Value,
2000

The City of King $457 $644 $110,000 $138,700
Soledad $487 $623 $112,000 $153,800
Monterey County $625 $776 $175,000 $265,800
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Figure 2.5 South Monterey County Median Townhome Values: 2003 - 2007

Source: Monterey County Association of Realtors , 2008
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Figure 2.4 South Monterey County Median Home Values: 2000 - 2007

Source: Monterey County Association of Realtors, 2008 
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housing affordability
To meet the housing needs of various income groups, housing in the community must be 
affordable. Housing affordability can be inferred by comparing the cost of renting or owning 
a home to the average income levels of households. Table 2.21 shows the annual income for 
households by the size of the family and the maximum amount that could be paid for housing. 
Typical costs for utilities, taxes, and property insurance are also shown.

moderate Income households
The annual income for a moderate-income household ranges from $54,500 to $84,000 
depending on family size. Based on these income levels, the maximum affordable home price 
ranges from $175,000 to $$281,000 with a maximum affordable rent of $1,363 to $1,554. As a 
result, moderate income households can afford some single-family homes in the City of King 
and many rental units. However, since a number of newer, larger homes are priced at over 
$300,000 much of the City’s newer housing stock is beyond the price range that can be afforded 
by moderate-income households without significant down payment assistance. 

lower Income households
Lower income households earn 80% or less of the County’s median family income which 
translates to between $36,300 and $56,000 per year for low income households and less for 
very low income households. Based on their income, low income households cannot afford to 
purchase a single-family home, but could afford the majority of apartment rentals in the City 
of King. With the exception of small apartments, and mobile home rentals, very low income 
households are unable to afford the cost of virtually all apartment rentals in the City without 
assuming a high housing cost burden.

Income Levels Maximum Affordable Price
Group1 Annual Home Rental
Very Low
One Person
Small Family
Large Family

$22,700
$29,150
$35,000

$60,000
$83,500

$105,000

$568
$729
$875

Low
One Person
Small Family
Large Family

$36,300
$46,650
$56,000

$104,000
$146,750
$180,000

$908
$1,166
$1,400

Moderate
One Person
Small Family
Large Family

$54,500
$70,000
$84,000

$175,000
$230,000
$281,000

$1,363
$1,750
$2,100

1. Small Family = 3 persons; Large Families = 5 or more persons 
2. Monthly affordable rent based on payments of no more than 30% of 
household income, with deductions for utility costs.
3. Calculation of affordable home sales prices based on a down payment 
of 10%, annual interest rate of 6%, 30-year mortgage, and monthly pay-
ment of 30% of gross household income.

Source: City of King

Table 2.21 Housing Affordability (2008)
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Project Name 
and Address

Tenant Type Affordable Units Year 
Built

Funding 
Sources

Expiration of 
Affordability

Size 
(Acres)

Density

Leo A. Meyer 
425 Queen 

St.

Senior 44 low and very 
low income 

units

1988 Tax Credit Purchased by 
the Housing 

Authority

2.74 ac 16 du/ac

Migrant 
Camp 440 
Jayne St.

Migrant 
Farmworker

76 very low/low 
income units

1985 HACM In perpetuity 5.14 ac 15 du/ac

La Buena 
Esperanza 
600 Bishop 

St.

Farmworker 
Families

40 very low 
and low income 

units

1980s HCD, F
mH.Am

Will not 
expire

232 ac 17 du/ac

Riverview 
Gardens

Spruce Drive

Family 45 very low 
and low income 

units

1998 RDA July 2008 3,000 sf  
lots

7 du/ac

Royal Coach 
Subdivision

Family Low and 
moderate 

income units

Phase I, 
1997

RDA Unknown 5,000 sf 
lots

7 du/ac

Table 2.22 Inventory of Assisted Housing

Source: Monterey County Housing Authority, CHIPSA, City of King

2.7 assIsTeD HoUsInG DeVeloPMenTs “aT RIsK ”of ConVeRsIon

As required by State law, this Section evaluates the City’s affordable housing that is at-risk of 
converting to market rates.

As Table 2.21 shows, the City of King has several projects that are publicly assisted under 
federal, State, or local programs, including tax credits, HUD, state/local bond programs, density 
bonuses, and local redevelopment or direct assistance programs. Most of these projects are 
secure for affordable housing. However, Riverview Gardens converted to market rate in 2008.

The Leo A. Meyer project includes 44 units of low and very low-income senior housing originally 
constructed as a tax credit project.  It is now owned and managed by Monterey County 
Housing Authority (MCHA). The City of King Migrant Camp consists of 76 units. The Camp is 
operated by MCHA and will remain as low income housing in perpetuity. The 40-unit La Buena 
Esperanza project was constructed in 1982 through cooperation between the Farmers Home 
Administration (FmHA) and CHIPSA. This project provides affordable housing exclusively for 
farm laborers and their families and is expected to remain affordable in perpetuity. Riverview 
Gardens were low and very-low owner occupied townhomes. These units were deed restricted 
for a period of 10 years ending in July 2008. 
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2.8 oPPoRTUnITIes foR eneRGY ConseRVaTIon

This Section describes opportunities for conserving energy in existing homes as well as in 
new residential construction. This Section also discusses the factors affecting energy use and 
conservation programs currently available in the City of King.

Planning to maximize energy efficiency and the incorporation of energy conservation and 
green building features can contribute to reduced housing costs for homeowners and renters. 
In addition, energy efficient community design can reduce dependence on automobiles. Energy 
efficiency reduces greenhouse gas emissions, which contributes to global climate change.  In 
response to recent legislation on global climate change, local governments are now required 
to implement measures that cut greenhouse gas emissions attributable to land use decisions. 
The Housing Element supports energy efficiency that benefits the community, the housing 
market and the changing climate by:

Establishing a more compact urban core, bringing residents close to work and services, 
therefore reducing automobile trips and emissions that add to the global climate 
change;

Implementing passive solar construction techniques that require solar orientation, 
thermal massing, and other energy efficient design techniques; 

Working with local banks to encourage retrofitting of foreclosed homes with energy 
efficient windows, doors, and lighting. This will help reduce both the monthly energy 
bills and monthly expenses; and

Encouraging the use of solar water and space heating.

Programs for energy conservation in new and existing housing are supported by the City 
through application of State residential building standards that establish energy performance 
criteria for new residential buildings (Title 24 of the California Administrative Code).

Through appropriate land use policies and development standards that reduce energy 
consumption, such as promoting more compact, walkable neighborhoods, with housing close 
to transit, jobs, community facilities and shopping; encouraging infill development; planning 
and zoning for multi-use and higher density development; permitting cluster development; 
and promoting passive and active solar design elements and systems in new and rehabilitated 
housing, the City can achieve its energy conservation goals.
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CHaPTeR 3
sPeCIal HoUsInG neeDs

This Chapter identifies groups that may require special housing characteristics. These groups 
include persons with disabilities, the elderly, large families, female-headed households, 
farmworkers, and families and persons in need of emergency shelters, or transitional housing.
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3.1 PeRsons wITH DIsabIlITIes

Housing needs for those with disabilities vary depending on the severity of the disability. 
Many disabled persons live in their own home in an independent situation or with other family 
members. While figures provided by the Census provide useful information regarding the 
disabled population, not all disabled need accessible (based on Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) standards) or low-income housing.  According to the 2000 Census, there are 3,240 persons 
age five and over in the City of King with a disability (See Table 3.1).  Of these residents 178 have 
a sensory disability, 543 have a physical disability, 357 have a mental disability, 201 have a 
self-care disability, 864 have a go-outside the home disability, and 1,047 have an employment 
disability. These categories are defined below.  

Physically disabled persons may require modifications to housing such as wheelchair ramps, 
elevators or lifts, wide doorways, accessible cabinetry, modified fixtures and appliances, etc.  
If the disability prevents the person from operating a vehicle, then proximity to services and 
access to public transportation are also important.  People with severe or mental disabilities 
may also require supportive housing, nursing facilities, or care facilities.  If the physical disability 
prevents individuals from working or limits their income, then the cost of housing and the costs 
of modifications can increase.  Many disabled people rely solely on Social Security Income, 
which is insufficient for market rate housing.

The State requires that those with disabilities receive reasonable accommodation for housing 
opportunities.  An analysis of housing constraints for residents with disabilities is included 
under the constraints discussion in Chapter 6.

sensory disability:  Blindness, deafness, or a severe vision or hearing impairment.

physical disability:  A condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical activities 
such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting, or carrying.

mental disability:  Difficulty learning, remembering, or concentrating.

self-care disability:  Difficulty dressing, bathing, or getting around inside the home. 

going outside of home disability:  Difficulty going outside the home alone to shop or visit 
a doctor’s office.

employment disability:  Difficulty working at a job or business.

Disability Types
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Table 3.1 Disabilities, City of King: 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Total Disabilities for People 5 - 15 Years       153
 Sensory Disability         40

          Physical Disability         30

 Mental Disability         72

 Self-Care Disability         11
Total Disabilities for People 16 - 64 Years                   2,458
 Sensory Disability         105

 Physical Disability         273

 Mental Disability         173

 Self-Care Disability         127

 Go-Outside-Home Disability       683

 Employment Disability                1,097
Total Disabilities for People 65 + Years       629
 Sensory Disability        33

 Physical Disability        240

 Mental Disability        112

 Self-Care Disability        63

 Go-Outside-Home Disability     181
Total Disabilities                                                      3,240
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equitable use: The design is useful and marketable to people with diverse 
abilities.

flexibility in use: The design accommodates a wide range of individual 
preferences and abilities.

simple and Intuitive: Use of the design is easy to understand, regardless of 
the user's experience, knowledge, language skills, or current concentration 
level.

perceptible Information: The design communicates necessary information 
effectively to the user, regardless of ambient conditions or the user's sensory 
abilities.

tolerance for error: The design minimizes hazards and the adverse 
consequences of accidental or unintended action.

low physical effort: The design can be used efficiently and comfortably 
with minimum fatigue.

size and space for approach and use: Appropriate size and space is 
provided for approach, reach, manipulation, and use regardless of user's 
body size, posture, or mobility.

A growing number of architects and developers are integrating universal design principles into 
their projects to increase the accessibility of the built environment.  The intent of universal 
design is to simplify design and construction by making products, communications, and the 
built environment more usable by as many people as possible without the need for adaptation 
or specialized design. By applying these principles, in addition to the regulations specified in 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), new construction will increase the opportunities 
in housing and employment for everyone. The City of King has proposed a new program to 
encourage the use of universal design.
  
According to the U.S. Census, the following are the seven principles of universal design as 
outlined by the Center for Universal Design: 

Principles of Universal Design

Source: Center for Universal Design, 2002
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Owner Renter Total
Householder Age
Householder 15 - 24 years 12 206 218
Householder 25 - 34 years 305 523 828
Householder 35 - 44 years 311 305 616
Householder 45 - 54 years 252 188 440
Householder 55 - 59 years 175 61 236
Householder 60 - 64 years 37 24 61
Householder 65 - 74 years 208 56 264
Householder 75 - 84 years 77 8 85
Householder 85 years and over 27 8 35

Total 1,404 1,379 2,783

Table 3.2 Tenure by Age of Householder: City of King, 2000

3.2 elDeRlY

Seniors households are included in those with special housing needs because they are more 
likely to have limited income, physical disabilities, or higher health care costs. 

As of the 2000 Census, there were 384 senior households in the City of King (312 owner and 72 
renter) (see Table 3.2). In 2000, the number of elderly living below the poverty level was only 1 
percent of the total population (see Table 3.3). The median income of seniors ($28,222 for those 
aged 65 to 74 and $14,389 for those aged 75 and older) was significantly lower than the overall 
City median income ($34,398). A large proportion of the senior population also experiences 
one or more disabilities. 

Table 3.3 Elderly Below Poverty Level, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Number
The City of King Soledad Monterey County

Elderly Below Poverty Level 114 (1.0%) 66 (0.6%) 2657 (0.7%)
Total Population 11,094 11,190 382,680
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3.3 laRGe HoUseHolDs

Large households are defined as units that contain 5 or more individuals. The 2000 Census  
indicates that there are 1,004 (36 percent) large households in the City of King (see Table 
3.4).  In the County, 25 percent of the households are classified as large and in Soledad the 
percentage is 43 (see Tables 3.5 and 3.6). In the City of King, 497 large households (50 percent 
of large households) are renter-occupied households.  In Monterey County, 49 percent and in 
Soledad 37 percent of large households are in renter-occupied housing (see Tables 3.5 and 3.6).  
As a percentage of total householders, the number of large households in the City of King is 
significantly larger than in the County.

The special needs of seniors can be met by congregate care, rent subsidies, shared housing, 
and housing rehabilitation assistance.  For the frail or disabled, elderly housing with 
architectural design features that accommodate disabilities can help extend the ability of 
seniors to live independently.  In addition, seniors with mobility/self care limitations benefit 
from transportation alternatives.  Senior housing with supportive services can be provided to 
facilitate independent living.  The City has a 46-unit project for very low-income seniors, which 
is owned and managed by the County Housing Authority. 

According to the Monterey County Regional Guide and Search Engine, the City of King offers a 
multitude of senior services. Services provided range from nutrition programs to social services, 
and are listed below.

leo meyer senior Center
415 Quenn Street, 
The City of King, CA 93930
(831) 384-4562

rIdes
Door-to-door mini-bus transportation for 
disabled and handicapped persons.
(831) 373-1393, 754-2804

monterey County department
of social services
Multipurpose Senior Services
(831) 647-7899, 755-3403

alliance on aging
Leo Meyer Senior Center
415 Queen Street, 
The City of King, CA 93930
(831) 385-0557

leo mayer senior Center
415 Queen Street, 
The City of King
(831) 385-4562

Source: Monterey County California Regional Guide and Search Engine: 
http://www.mtycounty.com/index.html
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Table 3.4 City of King Household Size by Tenure, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 3.5 Soledad Household Size by Tenure, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 3.6 Monterey County Household Size by Tenure, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

1-4 Persons 5+ Persons Total
Owner Occupied 897 (50.4%) 507 (50.5%) 1,571 (63.2%)
Renter Occupied 882 (49.6%) 497 (49.5%) 1,285 (36.8%)
Total 1,779 (100%) 1,004 (100%) 2,484 (100%)

1-4 Persons 5+ Persons Total
Owner Occupied 881 (62.6%) 674 (62.6%) 1,555 (62.6%)
Renter Occupied 526 (37.4%) 403 (37.4%) 929 (37.4%)
Total 1,407 (100%) 1,077 (100%) 2,484 (100%)

1-4 Persons 5+ Persons Total
Owner Occupied 53,712 (55.6%) 12,554 (51.0% 66,266 (54.7%)
Renter Occupied 42,895 (44.4%) 12,075 (49.0%) 54,970 (45.3%)
Total 96,607 (100%) 24,629 (100%) 121,236 (100%)
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3.4 feMale-HeaDeD HoUseHolDs

Single-parent households headed by females may have special needs such as accessible day 
care, health care, and other supportive services.  Tables 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9 display information 
about female-headed households and families in the City of King, Soledad, and Monterey 
County. Female-headed households often only have income from one parent and higher family 
expenses. As of 2000, 38 percent of female-headed households with children in the City of King 
lived in poverty. There are limited options for low-income families, especially larger families, 
with single parents in the City of King. 
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Table 3.7 Female-Headed Households: City of King, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 3.8 Female-Headed Households: Soledad, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 3.9 Female-Headed Households: Monterey County, 2000

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Householder Type
Total Households 2,855 (100%)
Total Female-Headed Householders 337 (12.0%)
Female Householders with Children Under 18 209 (7.4%)
Female Householders without Children Under 18 128 (4.5%)
Total Families Under the Poverty Level 392 (13.9%)
Female-Headed Households Under the Poverty Level 129 (4.6%)

Householder Type
Total Households 2,435 (100%)
Total Female-Headed Householders 363 (14.9%)
Female Householders with Children Under 18 171 (7.0%)
Female Householders without Children Under 18 192 (7.9%)
Total Families Under the Poverty Level N/A
Female-Headed Households Under the Poverty Level N/A

Householder Type
Total Households 121,199 (100%)
Total Female-Headed Householders 13,436 (11.1%)
Female Householders with Children Under 18 7,663 (6.3%)
Female Householders without Children Under 18 5,773 (4.8%)
Total Families Under the Poverty Level 8,620 (7.1%)
Female-Headed Households Under the Poverty Level 3,053 (2.5%)
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3.5 Farmworkers

Farmworkers are a prominent special housing needs group in the City of King. Agriculture is 
an important aspect of the City’s economy and seasonal and permanent farmworkers makeup  
a large percentage of those working in the agricultural sector (see Table 3.10). Housing 
affordability has historically been an issue for farmworkers and continues to be so today. Some 
issues contributing to this challenge include low incomes, large family sizes, and language 
barriers. According to the USDA, in 2002 there were over 31,000 farmworkers in Monterey 
County (USDA, 2002). The 2000 Census identified 1,572 people working in agriculture, forestry, 
fishing, or hunting in the City of King. It is difficult to know how accurate these numbers are as 
under-reporting is common especially for those in the U.S. without documentation. 

According to Monterey County’s Regional Housing Needs Plan of 2002 farmworkers earn 
significantly less than the California Self-Sufficiency Standard. This standards is the estimated 
amount of income required to meet basic needs in the regular “marketplace” without subsidies 
(AMBAG, 2002). The California Self-Sufficiency Standard in 2002 was $40,482. The average 
annual income of farmworkers in Monterey County at the same time was $11,000. 

In the City of King, many farmworkers reside in substandard living conditions.  For migrant 
workers, the City permits labor camps in the Agricultural Zone pursuant to a Conditional Use 
Permit.  The Monterey County Housing Authority operates the City of King Migrant Camp on 
Jayne Street.  The camp is open for 6 months of the year, from June to November, and houses 
76 migrant farm workers and their families. 
 
Community Housing Improvement Systems and Planning Associates, Inc. (CHISPA) has played 
an important role in developing housing for farmworkers in the City of King. The 40-unit La 
Buena Esperanza project was constructed in 1982 through a cooperative effort of the Farmers 
Home Administration (FmHA) and CHISPA. This project provides affordable housing exclusively 
for farm laborers and their families. In addition, approximately 300 mobile homes are available 
in the City, many of which rent at levels affordable to farm worker families. 

Table 3.10 Farmworkers, Monterey County: 2002

Source: USDA, 2002 Census of Farmworkers, USDA & AMBAG, 2008

Total Farmworkers              31,102
Farm Operations with less then 10 Employees
Permanent               1,031
Seasonal (e.g. Less then 150 days            904
Subtotal               1,935
Farm Operations with more then 10 Employees

Permanent                                                         16,507

Seasonal (e.g. Less then 150 days)                   12,660
Subtotal                        29,167
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3.6 PeoPle In neeD of eMeRGenCY sHelTeR

In 2007, there were 3,766 homeless people in the County, 35 percent unsheltered and 65 percent 
were living in a shelter. (Monterey County, 2007 and 2008). However, the City of King’s homeless 
population consists of between 10 and 15 single persons at any given time. The City’s homeless 
population is often sighted residing under bridges, in City parks, or walking in the downtown 
area. Several of these individuals have mental disabilities or substance abuse problems. Those 
with substance abuse problems are referred to the Sun Street Community Recovery Center in 
the City of King, which provides referral and assessment services and DUI night classes. Those 
needing treatment or housing services are referred to treatment centers in Salinas.

According to the Salvation Army, the number of visible homeless typically consists of single 
persons or those traveling through the City of King that suddenly find themselves without 
funds. While no shelters are located within the City, Salvation Army provides food, motel and 
gas vouchers for those needing emergency assistance. Those needing long term shelter must 
travel or are provided assistance to Salinas where shelter beds are located. On occasion several 
churches may provide food or monetary donations to the Salvation Army.

Although the number of homeless persons in the City of King is very small, there is also a 
number of “at risk” low income families in the City of King that are without a home but not 
visible on the street. These families often stay with friends, relatives or group together to share 
a house or apartment. Several long term motels are also used by those unable to afford to the 
down payment on an apartment. These motels tend to be expensive and often house families, 
particularly, single mothers with children, and agricultural workers. 
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CHaPTeR 4
PRoJeCTeD HoUsInG neeDs

4.1 ReGIonal HoUsInG neeDs

State housing element law (California Government Code § 65580 et. seq.) requires regional 
councils of government (COG) to identify for each city and county its “fair share allocation” of the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) provided by the California Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD).  The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
(AMBAG), the COG for the City of King area, adopted the RHNA in February 2008.  AMBAG took 
into account several factors in preparing the RHNA, including projected household formation, 
job growth, and regional income distribution.  In turn, each city and county must address 
their local share of regional housing needs in their housing elements. See Table 4.1 for the 
2007 - 2014 Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the City of King. Soledad, Salinas, and the 
unincorporated County are included for comparison purposes.
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defInItIons of household InCome

Very low-Income:   Incomes between 31 percent and 50 percent of 
   area median household income (MFI).

low-Income:    Incomes between 51 percent and 80 percent of 
     area median household income.

moderate-Income:   Incomes between 81 percent and 119 percent of 
   area median household income.

The projected housing needs in the RHNA are broken down by income category based on the 
limits for, very-low, low, moderate, and above moderate income households established by the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (California Health and Safety Code 
§ 50079.5). Monterey County’s 2008 income limits are shown in Table 4.2.

Income Category Persons Per Household
1 2 3 4 5

Extremely Low-Income $13,600 $15,550 $17,500 $19,450 $21,000
Very Low-Income $22,700 $25,900 $29,150 $32,400 $35,000
Low-Income $36,300 $41,500 $46,650 $51,850 $56,000
Median Income $45,400 $51,800 $58,300 $64,800 $70,000
Moderate Income $54,500 $62,200 $70,000 $77,800 $84,000

Source: HCD, 2008

Table 4.2 Monterey County Income Limits, 2008

Table 4.1 Allocation: 2007 - 2014

Source: AMBAG, 2008

The City of 
King

Soledad Salinas Monterey 
County

Very Low 128 376 911 2,662
Low 96 170 686 2,004

Moderate 108 151 773 2,260
Above Moderate 239 200 1,706 4,989

Total 571 897 4,076 11,915
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The City of King can take credit for units built or approved since the beginning of the planning 
period (January 1, 2007). Table 4.3 shows the RHNA issued by AMBAG, units built or approved, 
and the remaining housing need. The remaining need are the units that the City needs to plan 
for.

Income Category RHNA 
(2007-2014)

Units Built or 
Approved

Remaining 
Need

Very Low 128 0 128
Low 96 16 80
Moderate 108 0 108
Above Moderate 239 29 210
Total 571 45 526

Table 4.3 Remaining Need Based on Units Built or Approved

Source: AMBAG

Since the City of King has very little vacant or underutilized land (see Chapter 5 - Sites Inventory 
and Analysis), Monterey County recognizes that the City is relying on its contemplated Sphere 
of Influence change(s) to accommodate new housing consistent with its housing allocation. As 
such, housing in areas that are annexed within the planning period can be credited toward the 
City’s allocation (see Appendix B for the County letter).
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CHaPTeR 5
sITes InVenToRY anD analYsIs

5.1 VaCanT lanD InVenToRY

State law governing the preparation of housing elements emphasizes the importance of an 
adequate land supply by requiring that each housing element “. . . identify adequate sites . . 
. to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety of types of housing for all income 
levels . . .” (Government Code Section 65583(c)(1)).  If an adequate supply of new housing is to 
be provided, enough vacant land must be zoned to allow for the construction of a variety of 
housing at densities that will satisfy the objectives of the housing element.  The land must also 
have access to appropriate public services, such as water, sewage treatment, storm drainage, 
and roads. 

The City’s land inventory was developed with the use of a combination of resources including 
the City’s GIS database, aerial photos, field surveys, and review of the City’s Land Use Element 
and Zoning Ordinance.  As Table 5.1 indicates, there are over 500 vacant parcels suitable for 
residential development that have the capacity to accommodate a realistic development level of 
751 units (see also Figure 5.1).  The anticipated buildout for vacant parcels not in the specific 
plan areas is based on historical trends and the assumption that a certain portion of the land is not 
suitable or desirable for development. There may be political barriers to full development, as well. 
The specific plans are expected to be built out at near capacity (See Appendix A for a full list of 
vacant parcels by Assessor Parcel Number.)
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Zone Max 
Allowable 

Density

No. of 
Parcels

Acres Max 
Unit 

Capacity

Realistic 
Unit 

Capacity 
(80%)

Infrastructure 
Capacity

On-Site 
Constraints

Low Density (LD)
(R-1)1 7 du/ac 9 9.45 66 units 53 units None None

(P-D)2 - du/ac 8 1.06 - units - units None FEMA6

(C1)3 4.5 du/ac 18 3.62 19 units 15 units None None

Sub-Total: LD n/a 36 14.13 85 units 68 units
Medium Density (MDR)
(R-3)4 18 du/ac 5 2.02 36 units 30 units None None

Sub-Total: MDR n/a 5 2.02 36 units 30 units  
High Density (HDR)
(R-4)5 24 du/ac 8 3.26 78 units 62 units None None

Sub-Total: HDR n/a 8 3.26 78 units 62 units
Total: 49 19.41 199 units 160 units
Specific Plans (See Table 5.2) 533 591 units None None
Total: 582 751 units

Table 5.1 Vacant Land Summary

The development potential far exceeds the units required to meet the remaining regional housing 
needs allocation of 526 housing units for the current planning period (see Table 4.3). However 
the City recognizes that the State requires land zoned at 20 units per acre to meet the remaining 
very low and low income housing allocation of 208 units (see Table 4.3). At a realistic buildout, 
the vacant parcels in the R-4 zone can accommodate approximately 62 units (see Table 5.1). After 
taking into account the R-4 parcels, the city still needs to address 146 very low and low income 
units. 

Opportunity Site
A vacant site has been identified in the southeastern portion of the City near Highway 101 and 
First Avenue as a potential site to accommodate the remaining housing need for very low- and 
low-income households (146 Units). The site is 33.7 acres (APN 235-051-010) and is currently 
zoned Highway Service (H-S). A portion of the site (7.3 acres) would need to be rezoned high 
density residential and require a minimum of 20 units per acre “by right” as proposed and 
outlined in Program 3 of the Housing Element.  At least half (50 percent) of area(s) rezoned shall 
be for residential uses only. The site is next to the King City Golf Course. 

Notes:  
1. Low Density Residential
2. Planned Development
3. Retail Commercial
4. Medium High Density Residential
5. High Density Residential
6. 100 Year Flood Zone in some areas
Realistic Capacity is calculated at 80% of capacity.
This table does not include potential second units and/or carriage houses.

Source: City of King



Chapter 5. Sites Inventory & Analysis

45

mills ranch

Creekbridge

Figure 5.1 Vacant Land Map

Source: City of King, 2008

downtown addition
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This site or another equally attractive site (e.g. Creek Bridge, Mills Ranch, or the Downtown 
Addition Specific Plan - see Sections 5.2 and 5.3 below) could meet the State adequate sites 
requirement. 

5.2 sPeCIfIC Plans

There are two specific plan areas located to the north of the City: Creekbridge and Mills Ranch 
(See Figure 5.1). At build out, these plans can accommodate 822 units. As of December 2008, 
231 units have been constructed and 591 are unbuilt. Of the unbuilt units, 59 units are multi-
family or carriage units. Table 5.2 details the remaining parcels and housing types. Buildout of 
these plans would contribute to additional housing choices in the city. 

According to the specific plans, most of the unbuilt units were going to be single-family 
detached. However, due to the recent downturn in the housing market, there has been some 
discussion by the developer and property owners to revise the specific plans to accommodate 
higher-density, smaller units. 

Table 5.2 Specific Plans
Specific Plan Approved Built Remaining Unbuilt

Creekbridge

    Single-family 368 164 204

    Multifamily 32 32 0

    Carriage Houses 22 3 19

Subtotal 400 199 223

Mills Ranch

    Single-family 360 32 328

    Multifamily 40 0 40

Subtotal 400 32 368

Total SF 728 196 532

Total MF/Carriage Houses 94 35 59

Total 822 231 591

Source: City of King, 2008
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5.3 PenDInG PRoJeCTs

The City is processing an application for a Specific Plan called the Draft Downtown Addition 
(see Figure 5.1). The Plan covers 107.03 acres and calls for a mix of commercial and residential 
uses. The maximum number of residential units allowed under the plan is 650, which range 
from larger-single family detatched to smaller homes, townhomes, row houses, triplexes, 
quadplexes, and live-work buildings. 

The allowable units in each zone is listed below and totals 680 units. This higher number is 
intended to allow flexibility for the developer, not to change the maximum number of 650 
units. Two stories would be allowed throughout the plan area. Three-stories would only be 
allowed with a Conditional Use Permit.

Neighborhood General 1 - 80 units
Neighborhood General 2 - 220 units  Maximum allowed 650 units
Neighborhood General 3 - 180 units
Neighborhood Center - 200 units

Neighborhood General 1: 
This zone allows detached single-family residential on larger lots.
Neighborhood General 2: 
This zone allows a variety of detached single-family residential homes. Duets and multi-
generation housing are allowed (i.e. bungalow court apartments).
Neighborhood General 3: 
This zone allows a wide range of residential development including courtyard housing, row 
houses, triplexes, quadplexes, and a small number of detached single-family units. Live/work 
units would also be allowed on certain street frontages.
Neighborhood Center: 
This zone connects with the heart of the historic downtown. Residential building types may 
be accommodated with a Conditional Use Permit in locations where ground floor commercial 
uses are not viable.

This City has an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Ord. No. 637) that requires fifteen percent 
of new developments be affordable to low and moderate-income households. Under this 
ordinance, approximately 98 units in the project would be affordable to low and moderate 
income households. Developers are required to submit housing programs to determine the 
affordability thresholds and incentives.
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5.3 InfRasTRUCTURe CaPaCITY

The proximity, availability, and capacity of infrastructure help to determine the suitability of 
residential land.  Below is an evaluation of water and sewer capacity available to accommodate 
the housing needs during the planning period.  

Wastewater Treatment
The City’s sanitary sewer system provides collection, treatment and disposal of domestic and 
industrial wastes. The City of King Wastewater Treatment facility lies downstream along the 
Salinas River, northwest of the City. The domestic wastewater treatment and disposal facility 
has a capacity of 1.2 million gallons per day (mgd) of domestic flow. 

According to the General Plan EIR, buildout of the City of King will increase wastewater flows to 
2.4 mgd by 2015. The City of King’s existing treatment plant would be unable to accommodate 
the additional flow. Additional development will eventually require expansion of the City’s 
wastewater system. Improvements to the system will be made on an incremental basis by the 
City, as needed. 

Water System
The City of King is served by a municipal water system owned and operated by the California 
Water Services Company. This system relies on six wells that draw from the groundwater basin 
that is recharged by the Salinas River. The Cal Water system has a maximum production capacity 
of 3 million gallons per day, current daily usage is about 1.4 million gallons. A 250,000 gallon 
storage tank with a 2,000 gallon per minute pump provides ample water pressure throughout 
the City. 

The water system appears to be generally adequate for existing development, but a new well 
site would appear to be needed as additional development occurs in the future under the 
General Plan. No significant deficiencies are known to exist with respect to water pressure, 
volume, or quality. Improvements to the system will be made on an incremental basis by Cal 
Water as needed. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) is the State agency responsible 
under State law for the management of water resources within the Salinas Valley. MCWRA has 
undertaken numerous studies of water resources and has identified an imbalance between 
current demands and available long-term water supplies. Thus, the additional net water 
required by the General Plan, buildout is considered a significant impact, but will not constrain 
the development of housing.
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Description Location Size
Library 404 Broadway 13,500 sq ft
Commercial Parking Broadway 7,500 sq ft
Hartnell 117 N Second 11,865 sq ft
Commercial Parking 300 Block Lynn 7,500 sq ft

Commercial Parking Third and Lynn 15,000 sq ft
Commercial Parking 300 Block Lynn 15,000 sq ft
Vacant Industrial Metz 67,082 sq ft
Vacant Industrial East San Antonio 209,088 sq ft
Vacant Industrial Bitterwater 108,900 sq ft

Table 5.3 Sites Owned by the Redevelopment Agency

Source: City of King, 2008

In summary, infrastructure needs present potential constraints on future development. However, 
the City recently conducted a “Master Facilities Plan” and “Development Impact Fee Calculation 
Report” which provides for a plan to finance the construction, improvement, and replacement 
of needed infrastructure resulting from housing and population growth. 

5.5 ReDeVeloPMenT aGenCY ResoURCes

According to HCD, the Housing Element should identify redevelopment funds available to the 
Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund (LMIHF) and how the funds will be utilized during the 
planning period. 

As of March 2009, the City of King has about $3 million in the LMIHF.  The City anticipates 
collecting about $275,000 per year until 2034, totaling another $6.8 million in funds. 

According to H&SC Section 33334.12, the agency must use any unexpended and unencumbered 
LMIHF that exceed one million dollars or the aggregate amount of tax increment deposited into 
the low-moderate fund over the preceding four fiscal years. If the City identifies such a surplus 
before the end of the fiscal period, then it must use the funds or transfer the funds to the local 
housing authority. 

Chapter 8: Goals, Policies, and Programs contains a number of program recommendations for 
the Redevelopment Agency LMIHF.

Table 5.3 identifies sites owned by the redevelopment agency. 
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CHaPTeR 6
ConsTRaInTs

State housing law requires the City to review both governmental and non-governmental 
constraints to the construction of affordable housing in order to remove and/or mitigate 
potentially negative effects.

This Chapter reviews the City’s land use constraints, development processing procedures, fees, 
and code enforcement for possible constraints to affordable housing production. This Chapter 
also analyzes nongovernmental constraints, such as land and construction costs, to identify 
other potential barriers to housing development.

6.1 loCal GoVeRnMenT ConsTRaInTs

Local policies and regulations can affect the quantity and type of residential development.  
Since governmental actions can constrain the development and the affordability of housing, 
State law requires the housing element to “address and, where appropriate and legally possible, 
remove governmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development of 
housing” (Government Code § 65583(c)(3)).

The City of King’s primary policies and regulations that affect residential development and 
housing affordability include: the Zoning Ordinance, the Land Use Element of the General Plan, 
development processing procedures and fees, on and off-site improvement requirements, 
and the California Building and Housing Codes.   In addition to a review of these policies and 
regulations, an analysis of governmental constraints on housing production for persons with 
disabilities is included in this section.
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Existing resource protection standards, including Municipal Code Chapter 17.34 (Open Space), 
Chapter 17.36 (Primary Flood Plain), Chapter 17.38 (Secondary Flood Plain), Chapter 17.40 
(Special Building Site), Chapter 17.42 (Scenic Corridor), and Chapter 17.56 (Environmental 
Protection – Pollution Standards) of the City of King Zoning Ordinance were created to 
encourage resource protection, without significantly limiting development potential. 

The City’s land use controls generally do not constrain the development of multi-family rental 
housing, manufactured housing, mobile homes, housing for agricultural employees, supportive 
housing, single-family occupancy units, and emergency shelters. When constraints were 
identified in the following analysis, programs for minimizing and mitigating those constraints 
are included in Chapter 8 (Goals, Policies, and Programs).

The City proposes Program 19 to comply with new legislation on emergency shelters and 
transitional housing (SB 2). This legislation requires jurisdictions to permit emergency shelters 
without a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) or other discretionary permits. Transitional housing 
and supportive housing must be considered residential uses and must only be subject to the 
same restrictions that apply to the same housing types in the same zone.

the following sections provide information on local land use regulations:

Zoning ordinance

This Section describes the Zoning Districts that allow residential development, and the 
development standards for each District, followed by specific development regulations for 
multi-family housing, mixed-use development, and secondary dwelling units.

Zoning districts:  
The Zoning Ordinance includes an agricultural district, several residential districts, and two 
commercial districts that allow residential development. The maximum residential density 
allowed is 24 units per acre.  Residential development is permitted by right and in some cases 
by Conditional Use Permit in these zoning districts.  Each of these zones is outlined below.

Agricultural District (A): 
The purpose of this District is primarily for agricultural production and processing. Residences 
for agricultural employees are allowed with a Conditional Use Permit. The City proposes 
Program 18 to comply with Health and Safety Code §17021.5 and 17021.6. Section 17021.5 
states that farmworker housing for six or fewer employees should be deemed a single-family 
residential use with the same permitting procedures.  Therefore, no conditional use permit, 
zoning variance, or other zoning clearance shall be required of farmworker housing that is not 
required for single family housing.  Health and Safety Code Sections 17021.6 states that any 
farmworker housing for twelve of fewer employees shall be deemed an agricultural use and 
shall not be deemed a use that differs in any other way from another agricultural use.  
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the residential zoning districts are:

a) Single Family Residential District (R-1):  
The R-1 Zoning District is applied to areas appropriate for single-family residential development 
with 7 units or less per acre. Second units are also permitted by right in this zone. Institutional 
uses such as churches and private parochial schools are also allowed in this zone. The R-1 Zoning 
District is consistent with and implements the Low Density Residential land use designation of 
the General Plan.

b) Residential-Industrial Mixed Use District (R-I): 
The intent of this District is as a transitional zone between industrial, agricultural, and other 
uses to residential. Some industrial uses, agricultural uses, group and multi-family housing uses 
are allowed in this District. Workforce housing is encouraged in this Zone. All uses in this District 
are subject to a conditional use permit.   There is no General Plan designation for this District.

c) Medium Density Residential District (R-2): 
This District allows for slightly higher density residential development than the R-1 District. One, 
two, and three unit structures and second units are permitted by right. The intent of the District 
is to allow higher density while preserving a sufficient amount of privacy and open space. This 
District allows maximum densities of 12 units or per acre. Other uses such as institutional and 
some commercial uses are also permitted with a conditional use permit. The R-2 Zoning District 
is consistent with and implements the Medium Density Residential land use designation of the 
General Plan.
 
d)  Medium High Density Residential District (R-3): 
The R-3 District allows higher density than the R-1 and R-2 Districts. This Zone allows a maximum 
density of 18 units per acre. Multi-family structures are allowed by right up to 6 units per acre. 
Higher density is allowed with a conditional use permit. Other uses such as institutional, some 
commercial uses, and senior residential care homes are allowed with a conditional use permit. 
The R-3 Zoning District is consistent with and implements the Medium High Density Residential 
land use designation of the General Plan.
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e)  Multiple Family Residential and Professional Offices District (R-4): 
The R-4 District allows single-family, secondary units, duplexes, multi-family, and some 
institutional residential uses by right. The maximum allowable density is 22 units per acre.  The 
R-4 district implements the High Density Residential land use designation of the General Plan.

f ) Planned Development District (P-D): 
The P-D District can be applied to planned communities within the city at least 3 acres or 
greater. A specific plan is required for planned developments. The Planning Commission must 
approve these plans. 

the commercial zoning districts are:

a)  Retail Business District (C-1): 
The C-1 District is primarily a commercial zone and allows residential uses only in mixed-
use settings. The residential must be located on the second story of a two-story building 
with commercial on the first floor. The residential cannot have a greater floor area than the 
commercial. Mixed use is allowed with a conditional use permit. The C-1 District implements 
the Retail Commercial land use designation of the General Plan.

b)  General Commercial District (C-2): 
The C-2 District is almost exclusively a commercial zone and allows residential uses only for 
caretaker residences in association with uses allowed in this Zone. This type of residential use 
in allowed with a conditional use permit. The C-2 District implements the General Commercial 
land use designation of the General Plan.

Table 6.1 displays the types of permits necessary for residential uses in the City of King.  
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Residential Uses Zoning District
A R-1 R-I R-2 R-3* R-4** P-D C-1 C-2

Single-Family — P — P P P P — P
Apartment/Multi-family — — CUP — P P CUP — —
Condominiums — CUP — CUP CUP CUP CUP — —
Townhouses — — — P — — CUP — —
Second Unit — P — P P P P — —
Residential Accessory 
Structure

— CUP P — P P CUP P P

Mixed Use — — CUP — — CUP CUP P1 —
Mobile Home Park — — — — — CUP CUP — —
Mobile Homes P — — — CUP CUP — —
Residential Care Facility 
for Elderly ≤6 Persons

— — — — — — — — —

Retirement or Rest 
Homes

— — CUP — — CUP P — —

Farm Labor Housing CUP — — — — — CUP — —
Rooming or Boarding 
House

— — CUP — — P CUP — —

Manager, Caretaker, or 
Proprietor Quarters

— — CUP — — — P — CUP

Residential Hotel — — — — — CUP CUP — —
Community Care Facility — — — — — CUP CUP — —
Emergency Shelter — — — — — — — — —
Transitional Housing — — — — — — — — —
Notes:
P: Permitted
CUP: Conditional Use Permitted
—: Use not allowed
1. Residential allowed on second floor only
* A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required for apartment developments of more than one structure.
** A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required for apartments/multi-family uses of more than 22 units 
per acre.  

Source: City of King Zoning Ordinance (Last Amended June, 2008)

Table 6.1 Zoning Districts Permitting Residential Uses



Chapter 6. Constraints

56

development standards:  
Table 6.2 provides development standards for the residential districts.  The development 
standards do not impede the City’s ability to achieve maximum allowable densities.

Table 6.2 Residential Zoning District Development Standards
Zoning District

A
Agricultural

R-1
Single Family 

Residential

R-I
Residential-

Industrial 
Mixed-Use

R-2
Medium 
Density 

Residential

R-3
Medium 

High Density 
Residential 

District

R-4
Multiple 
Family 

Residential 
and 

Professional 
Offices 
District

Maximum 
Density

-- 7 units/acre
More than 

22 units/acre 
CUP

12 units/acre 18 units/acre

Less than 22 
units/acre by 

right
More then 

22 units/acre 
CUP

Minimum 
Lot Size 20,000 sq.ft. 6,000 sq.ft.

43,560 sq.ft./ 
1 acre (M-1); 
15,000 sq.ft. 

(R-4)

6,000 sq.ft. 6,000 sq.ft. 7,000 sq.ft.

Height 
Restriction

30 ft. 30 ft. 30 ft. 30 ft. 30 ft. 30 ft.

Setbacks

   Front 30 ft. 20 ft. 40 ft. (M-1); 
15 ft. (R-4) 20 ft. 15 ft. 15 ft.

   Side 10 ft. 6 ft. 20 ft. (M-1); 
6 ft. (R-4) 6 ft. 6 ft. 6 ft.

   Rear 20 ft. 10 ft. 20 ft. (M-1); 
10 ft. (R-4) 10 ft. 10 ft. 10 ft.

Parking 
Required 
(spaces per 
unit)

2 2 2 2 .5 to 2 .5 to 2

Design 
Restrictions

Architectural 
Review

Architectural 
Review

Architectural 
Review

Architectural
Review

Architectural 
Review

Architectural 
Review

Permitted 
Uses

Agricultural 
Accessory Single-Family Multi-Family 

Mixed-Use Single-Family Multi-Family Multi-Family

Source: City of King Zoning Ordinance (Last Amended June, 2008), City of King General Plan
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other requirements: 
Multi-family projects shall comply with the standards of Sections 17.18.130 and 17.18.150 
(Open Area – Density per Family Unit and Development Standards – Multi-family Residential 
and Professional Offices District) of the Zoning Ordinance, which require:

a) Open Area Density: 
A minimum of 200 square feet of landscaped areas, walkways, and recreation areas shall be 
provided per unit, not including structures, driveways, or parking. A gross of 1,575 square feet 
of open area shall be provided per building site.

b) Landscaping Plan: 
The required open areas shall be landscaped and maintained based on a detailed landscaping 
plan.

c) Trash: 
Trash receptacles for multi-family projects shall be surrounded by a five-foot screened wall on 
at least three sides so that they are not visually obtrusive from any off-site location. Access for 
collection vehicles shall be adequate.

d) Off-Site Vehicular Access: 
All points of vehicular access onto public rights-of-way shall be approved by the City 
Engineer.

e) Minimum Floor Areas: 
The following minimum gross floor areas shall be required for apartments:
•	 Bachelor apartment or studio – 480 square feet
•	 One bedroom apartment – 650 square feet
•	 Two bedroom apartment – 800 square feet
•	 100 additional square feet for every additional bedroom greater than two
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second units: 
Second units can be an important source of affordable housing since they are smaller than 
primary units and they do not have direct land costs. Second units can also provide supplemental 
income to the homeowner, thus allowing the elderly to remain in their homes or moderate-
income families to afford houses. To encourage establishment of second units, State law 
requires cities and counties to either adopt an ordinance based on State standards or, where no 
ordinance has been adopted, to allow second units according to State law requirements. Local 
governments are precluded from totally prohibiting second units in residentially zoned areas 
unless they make specific findings (Government Code § 65852.2). The City of King adopted 
Ordinance 641 in 2003, making second units a ministerially permitted use in some zoning 
districts. Section 17.47 of the Zoning Ordinance provides details regarding second units as 
allowed in the City of King.

According to the Zoning Ordinance, a second unit is a detached or attached unit that provides 
complete independent living facilities for one or more persons.  A second unit is allowed 
without a Conditional Use Permit on existing lots in the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, and P-D Districts that 
already contain a legally established principal dwelling unit. The second unit must satisfy the 
requirements in Section 17.47.015 (Conditional Use Permit Not Required). 

Table 6.3 sets out the primary standards for second units in the City of King. These standards 
do not conflict with State law governing second units.  

Standard Second Unit
Permit Permitted by right in R-1, R-2, R-3, 

and R-4. Conditional use permit 
required in other zones allowing 
residential uses.

Minimum Site Area 7,500 sq ft. (Existing lots)
Height Same as underlying zone
Rental of Unit May be rented, although not required
Minimum Floor Area 400 sf for an efficiency and 550 sf for 

a 1 or 2 bedroom
Setbacks Same as underlying zone; minimum of 

10 feet between primary and second 
unit

Source: City of King Zoning Ordinance

Table 6.3 Second Unit Standards
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residential Care facilities: 
It is required in California Health and Safety Code §1566.3 requires that certain types of residential 
care facilities (6 persons or fewer) be permitted by right in residential zoning districts. The fees, 
development standards, etc. must be no stricter than those for a single-family home in the 
same districts. Program 20 is proposed to comply with State law.

manufactured housing and mobile homes: 
State law requires that manufactured homes be allowed on parcels zoned for conventional 
single-family units. These units cannot be regulated by any planning fees or review processes 
not applicable to conventional single-family dwellings. However, the architectural design of 
manufactured or mobile homes can be regulated by the City. Program 13 is proposed to comply 
with State law.

emergency shelter/transitional housing: 
An emergency shelter is a facility that houses homeless persons on a limited short-term 
basis.  Transitional housing is temporary (six months to two years) housing for an individual or 
family transitioning to permanent housing. State housing law (SB2) requires that jurisdictions 
designate at least one zoning district that allows emergency shelters, transitional housing, and 
single-room occupancy (SRO) units as permitted uses by right. These uses may only be subject 
to fees and review processes applied to residential or commercial development in the zones 
where they are allowed.  Under the law, the City may apply written objective standards to these 
types of uses (e.g. maximum number of beds, length of stay, proximity to other emergency 
shelters). Program 19 is proposed to comply with State law.
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general plan
The City of King General Plan was adopted in 1998.  The Land Use Element of the General 
Plan designates the following land use types: residential, commercial, industrial and other. 
Agricultural land uses are included in the other category.  

Residential uses are allowed in 4 residential land use designations, planned development,  and 
one commercial land use designation. Table 6.4 lists the General Plan Land Use Designations 
allowing housing. The residential densities described below are in dwelling units per net acre 
(except Planned Development).  A net acre is the actual area of a given property, exclusive of 
streets rights-of-way.

Table 6.4 General Plan Land Use Designations
Land Use Designation Corresponding 

Zoning District
Maximum Residential 

Density
LDR Low Density 
Residential

R-1 < 7 units/acre

MDR Medium Density 
Residential

R-2 < 12 units/acre

MHDR Medium High 
Density Residential

R-3 < 18 units/acre

HDR High Density 
Residential

R-4 < 24 units/acre

RC Retail Commercial1 C-1 4.5 units/acre
PD Planned Development P-D 6-12 units/gross acre based 

on the property and the 
location

Notes:
1. Mixed Use Residential/Commercial
2. Only allows caretaker residential uses

Source: City of King General Plan Land Use Element (1998), City of King General Plan
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6.2  DeVeloPMenT PRoCessInG fees anD PRoCeDURes

Government policies and ordinances regulating development affect the availability and cost 
of new housing.  Although land use controls have the greatest direct impact, development 
approval procedures and fees can affect housing costs as well.

Permit processing requirements have increased at all levels of government in recent years. 
The City of King has a number of procedures developers are required to follow.  Although the 
permit approval process must conform to the Permit Streamlining Act (Government Code § 
65920 et. seq.), housing proposed in the City of King is subject to one or more of the following 
discretionary review processes:  conditional use permit review, environmental review, specific 
plan review, subdivision review, architectural  review, and building permit approval. 

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City’s permit processing 
procedures include an assessment of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
projects. If a project requires an environmental impact report, additional processing and time is 
required. Many of these environmental regulations have protected the public from significant 
environmental degradation and the location of certain developments on inappropriate sites 
and have given the public an opportunity to comment on project impacts.  This process does, 
however, increase the time and cost of project approval. 

permit and development fees:  
The City collects fees to help cover the costs of permit processing, inspections, and environmental 
review.  Fees charged for building permits are based on the construction values prescribed by 
the California Building Code.  The City also collects development impact fees in accordance with 
California Government Code § 66000-66025 for the provision of services such as roads, signals, 
and storm drains.  These fees are generally assessed on the number of units in a residential 
development and collected at the beginning of the approval process. Fees collected by the City 
do not exceed the City’s costs for providing these services.

Tables 6.5 and 6.6 show current Community Development and Building and Safety permit fees 
for residential development. The City additionally charges impact fees for service connection 
of $2,554 per unit for single-family residential and $2,129 per unit for multi-family residential. 
Total impact fees are about $12,079 per single-family unit and $2,844 per multi-family unit.

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) recently established a Regional 
Development Impact Fee program, which applies to any new development project within the 
County of Monterey. As of March 2010 no TAMC fees have been applied to any development 
projects in the City of King. 
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Fee Category Fee Amount
Community Development Fees
Conditional Use Permit $525 plus actual time and materials
Architectural Review $360 plus actual time and materials
Landscape Plan Check Actual time and materials
Rezoning Actual time and materials
Variance Actual time and materials
Subdivision
Lot Line Adjustment/Parcel Map Waiver Actual time and materials

Tentative Parcel Map Actual time and materials
Vesting Tract Map Actual time and materials
Environmental
Environmental Impact Report/Negative 
Declaration

Actual time and materials

Table 6.5 Planning and Development Fees

Source: City of King, 2008

Table 6.6 shows the estimated proportion of total fees to the development cost per unit.

Table 6.6 Proportion of City Fee in Overall Development Cost for a Typical 
Residential Development
Development Cost for a Typical Unit Single-Family Multi-Family
Total estimated fees per unit $12,079 $2,844

Typical estimated cost of development per unit $233,363 $135,548
Estimated proportion of fee cost to overall 

development cost per unit

5.2% 2.1%

Source: City of King, 2009

Billing Rates: $100 per hour for City Staff.

Notes: 

1. SF is per lot and MF is per unit. Assumed in this model- One SFD per lot. 
2. Estimate is for a 1,900 square foot home.  
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regional development Impact fees  
As of 2006, the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC), implemented Regional 
Development Impact Fees. The program is designed to collect impact fees based on the 
number of vehicle trips generated by new residential developments.  The fees will be used for 
transportation improvements. Fee distribution is separated according to districts within the 
County: North County, Greater Salinas, Peninsula/S. Coast, and South County. 

Guidelines are provided by TAMC and include instructions for calculating reduced impact fees 
for affordable housing. In order to quality for the affordable housing impact fee designation, 
the development must meet the definition of affordable housing set by the State Department 
of Housing and Community Development on housing affordability for Monterey County - 
in addition to requiring the project to be located within a half-mile radius of transportation 
services. To date, there have been no TAMC fees applied to residential development permits. 

planning permit procedures:  
Procedures for processing permits vary based on the permits involved. The following procedures 
are common to the permitting process:

a) Pre-application meeting with the Director or Staff
b) Filing of application and fees
c) Initial application review – completeness check
d) Environmental Review
e) Staff Report and recommendation
f ) Permit approval or disapproval



Chapter 6. Constraints

64

Table 6.7 Timelines for Permit Procedures 
Type of Approval or 
Permit

Typical Processing Time
Single 
Family 
Residential

Multi-Family 
Residential

Planned Unit 
Development

Initial Site Plan Review 4 Weeks 4 Weeks 8-12 Weeks
Architectural Design 
and Final Site Plan

NA 8-10 Weeks 8-10 Weeks

Building Permit - Simple 1 Week 1 Week 1 Week
Approval Final Grading 
Plan

3-4 Days 3-4 Days 1 Week

Building Permit - 
Complex

2 Weeks 2 Weeks 2 Weeks

Total (Approximate) 5 
Weeks

16
Weeks

20-26 
Weeks

Source: City of King, 2008

Table 6.7 displays estimated timelines for types of approvals and permits.

Figure 6.1 shows the typical process for development review for the City of King. The permit 
process for multifamily projects within the R-3 and R-4 zones could take from two to three months 
to complete from application submittals to Planning Commission approval (if no environmental 
review). The following is a brief outline of the typical permit process for multifamily projects: 

a) Pre-application review recommended
b) Submit CUP and AR application materials 
c) Application deemed complete 
d) Project Review Committee meeting (refer to Figure 6.1 for a list of the PRC departments) 
e) Staff input/ review  
    - Environmental review if applicable (may be categorical exemption for infill)
f ) Schedule Planning Commission hearing 



Chapter 6. Constraints

65

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 

City Council**

City Council, 
if appealed

**The Planning Commission 
 makes recommendations to 
 the City Council on legislative 
 projects (e.g. General Plan 
Amendment, Zone Change. 

Pre-Application Review, If 
Needed

INFORMAL PROCESS

Application and Plans 
Submitted/Resubmitted

Complete/Incomplete
Determination (30 Days)OR

If Incomplete, Request 
Additional Information 

In Writing.  If 
Complete, Begin 

Environmental Review 

Draft Conditions of 
Approval

Review Conditions Of Approval 
With Applicant & PRC

Prepare Mitigation 
Monitoring Program, 

If Needed. 

*City Departments (PRC)
Police
Fire 
Recreation
Public Works Superintendent 
City Engineers (Hanna & Brunetti AND Boyle Engineering) 
Building
*Agencies
Cal Water 
MBUAPCD
AMBAG 
Monterey County Planning Department 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
Monterey County Health Department 
PG & E (ALL SUBDIVISIONS) 
TAMC
Caltrans
Dept./Fish & Game 
Corp of Engineers 
RWQCB
Salinas Heritage Consultants 

15 Calendar 
day Appeal 

Period

PUBLIC HEARING 
PLANNING COMMISSION**

Project Review Committee 
(PRC) Meeting 

Application Found 
Complete- Circulate 

Information to Department & 
Agencies * 

Review 
Environmental

Document with PRC 
& Applicant 

Staff Prepares 
Environmental

Review, Analysis & 
Documentation. 

Figure 6.1 Development Review Process

Source: City of King
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Inclusionary housing ordinance: 
The City adopted an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance in 2003 (Zoning Ordinance Section 17.19), 
requiring residential developments to construct units affordable to low- and moderate-income 
households. The intent of this regulation is to promote voluntary private efforts to develop 
affordable housing by offering public incentives for this production.

The key aspects of the ordinance are listed below: 

•	 Developments of thirty or more housing units shall make at least fifteen percent of the 
units affordable for low to moderate-income households.

•	 Developments of less than thirty housing units shall provide:
 º One affordable unit for projects from seven to 10 units.
 º Two affordable units for projects from 11 to 20 units. 
 º Three affordable units for projects from 21 to 29 units. 

•	 The ordinance does not specify the levels of affordability (e.g. how many units should 
be very low, low, or moderate). 

In consideration of developer participation, the city may offer incentives as it deems appropriate 
to developers of low or moderate income housing in the City. For example, the City may 
encourage developer participation or may offset the costs of developer participation, through 
density increases, non-general fund subsidies, mortgage revenue bonds, and waivers of fees 
or requirements or other such incentives in support of the construction of low-to-moderate 
income housing. The ordinance does discuss specifics in terms of the amount of subsidies, 
available fee waivers, or reductions of other requirements. 

The City of King has been successful in implementing this ordinance. In 2004, Creekbridge 
Homes was approved with a requirement of 60 affordable units at buildout. Thirty two of these 
units have been built. The Mills Ranch Development was also approved in 2004 and will provide 
40 affordable units at buildout (none of these units have been constructed). A pending project, 
the Downtown Addition (650 total units), will provide approximately 98 units affordable to 
low, very low, and moderate-income households. Considering that the Downtown Addition is 
moving forward in the current economic climate with the affordable housing component, the 
City does not feel that the ordinance unduly impacts housing production and supply. 

To provide more incentives to developers for building affordable housing, the City has proposed 
to adopt a Density Bonus housing ordinance through Housing Program 6 that would comply 
with State law requirements. 
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architectural review:  
Architectural review is required for any building or structure in eight zoning districts in the 
City of King. Those allowing residential development are the R-3, R-4, and P-D districts. Projects 
proposed in these districts must submit architecturally detailed plans along with a fee to the 
Community Development Department. The plans include architectural drawings or sketches, 
showing the elevations of the property building or structure and site plans showing proposed 
landscape or other treatment of the grounds around such building or structure. These plans 
are reviewed by the Planning Commission for consistency with neighborhood character and to 
ensure that the project is not “detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the 
City, or to impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood.“ 

The architectural review process does not exceed the requirements of other jurisdictions and 
typically takes eight to ten weeks for approval. If an affordable housing development were 
proposed in the City, staff would expedite application processing. In addition, applicants 
for projects for multi-family and apartment complexes in R-3 and R-4 zones are provided 
an  architectural feature checklist to complete and submit with the application. Based on an 
analysis of evidence and documentation, the City’s architectural review process does not act as 
a constraint to the development of affordable housing.

6.3 on anD offsITe IMPRoVeMenT sTanDaRDs

on and off site Improvement requirements: 
The City of King requires the installation of certain on site and off site improvements to ensure 
the safety and livability of its residential neighborhoods.  On site improvements are regulated 
by the Subdivision Ordinance and through conditions and standards established during the 
site plan review process. On site improvements typically include required off-street parking, 
curbs, and utilities, as well as amenities such as landscaping, fencing, streetlights, and park 
facilities.  Off site improvements typically include the following (some of which are regulated 
by other agencies):

a)  Road improvements, including construction of sections of roadways, 
     medians, bridges, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and lighting. 

b)  Drainage improvements, including improvement to sections of 
      channel, culverts, swales, and pond areas.
 
c)  Wastewater collection and treatment. 

d)  Water systems improvements, including lines, storage tanks, 
      and treatment plants.
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Off-street disabled/handicapped parking is required in compliance with the Title 24 of the 
California Administrative Code.

6.4 bUIlDInG anD HoUsInG CoDes

While local regulations and fees increase housing costs, some building and housing regulations 
and fees are mandated by State law to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the community or 
to protect existing residents from financial or environmental impacts.  The City of King enforces 
the 2007 California Building Code, which sets standards for residential and other structures.  
No local amendments have been made to the codes that would significantly increase housing 
costs. Building codes are enforced on a per complaint basis. 

6.5 HoUsInG foR PeRsons wITH DIsabIlITIes

governmental Constraints on housing production for persons with disabilities:  
As part of the governmental constraints analysis, State law calls for the analysis of potential 
and actual constraints upon the development, maintenance and improvement of housing 
for persons with disabilities.  In addition, State law requires establishment of reasonable 
accommodation procedures by the City. Table 6.10 reviews not only the Zoning Ordinance, but 
also land use policies, permitting practices, and building codes to ensure compliance with State 
and federal fair housing laws. Where necessary, the City proposes new policies or programs to 
remove constraints.

e)  Public facilities for fire (the City of King Fire Department), schools (the City of 
      King Union School District), and recreation (The City of King 
      Recreation Department).

Generally, the developer passes on site and off site improvement costs to the homebuyer as 
part of the final cost of the home.  To reduce housing costs, the City attempts to require only 
those improvements that are deemed necessary to maintain public health, safety, and welfare. 

parking: 
Table 6.9 lists applicable parking space requirements for residential developments.

Table 6.9 Parking Requirements by Land Use 
Land Use Type: Residential Uses Vehicle Spaces Required
Single-family 2 spaces for each unit (Covered)
1 Bedroom second unit 1 space per unit
2 Bedroom second unit 2 spaces per unit
Senior second units 1 space per unit
0 Bedroom and bachelor apartments 1.5 spaces per unit*
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The City of King has not adopted a reasonable accommodation procedure for housing designed 
for persons with disabilities.  Program 22 establishes this procedure for the City of King. The 
City is also proposing Program 23 to promote the incorporation of universal design in new 
construction.

Table 6.10 Constraints on Housing for Persons with Disabilities
Overarching and General
Does the City have a process for persons with 
disabilities to make requests for reasonable 
accommodation?

The City of King has not adopted a reasonable 
accommodation ordinance for persons with 
disabilities in the enforcement of building codes 
and issuance of building permits.  However, 
no requests for reasonable accommodation 
have been received by the City. The City’s 
Community Development Department is very 
small and responsive to applications. The City 
proposes Program 22 to establish a reasonable 
accommodation procedure.

Has the City made efforts to remove 
constraints on housing for persons with 
disabilities?

There are no special permits or requirements 
for homes or development for disabled 
persons. The City strictly enforces all ADA 
requirements. As discussed above, the City 
proposes Program 22 to establish a reasonable 
accommodation procedure.
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Table 6.10 Constraints on Housing for Persons with Disabilities (Continued)
Does the City assist in meeting identified 
needs?

See comments above.

Zoning and Land Use
Has the City reviewed all its zoning laws, 
policies, and practices for compliance with fair 
housing law?

As part of the Housing Element Update, the 
City has reviewed the land use regulations 
and practices to ensure compliance with fair 
housing laws. In addition, the City proposes 
Program 21 to ensure ongoing compliance with 
fair housing laws on an ongoing basis.

Are residential parking standards for persons 
with disabilities different from other parking 
standards?
Does the City have a policy or program for the 
reduction of parking requirements for special 
needs housing if a proponent can demonstrate 
a reduced parking need?

The City follows all ADA requirements. 
§17.52.060(c) of the City Zoning Ordinance 
(Handicapped spaces) mandates that 
handicapped parking spaces shall be a minimum 
of twelve feet in width and nineteen feet in 
length. However, parking requirements can 
be reduced at the discretion of the Planning 
Commission.

Does the locality restrict the siting of group 
homes?

Group homes are most addressed in the City’s 
Zoning Ordinance. Program 20 is proposed to 
comply with Health and Safety Code §1566.3.

What zones allow group homes other than 
those allowed by State law?  Are group home 
over six persons allowed?

Program 20 is proposed to comply with 
Health and Safety Code §1566.3. The City 
also proposes to allow group homes over 
six persons in some zoning districts with a 
conditional use permit.

Does the City have occupancy standards in the 
zoning code that apply specifically to unrelated 
adults and not to families?

No

Does the land use element regulate the siting 
of special needs housing in relationship to one 
another? 

No.  There is no minimum distance required 
between two or more special needs housing. 

Permits and Processing
How does the City process a request to 
retrofit homes for accessibility?

The City has not had such a request. However, 
the Community Development Department and 
Building and Safety Department are small and 
very responsive to applicants. 
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Table 6.10 Constraints on Housing for Persons with Disabilities (Continued)
Does the City allow groups homes with six or 
fewer persons by right in single-family zones?

Program 20 is proposed to comply with Health 
and Safety Code §1566.3.

Does the City have a set of particular 
conditions or use restrictions for group homes 
with greater than six persons? 

Currently, the Zoning Ordinance does not 
address group homes with greater than six 
persons. Program 20 proposes to allow these 
homes with a Conditional Use Permit. The 
Conditional Use Permit provides the public 
with an opportunity to review the project and 
express their concerns in a public hearing.

What kind of community input does the City 
allow for the approval of group homes? 

See comments above.

Does the City have particular conditions for 
group homes that will be providing services on 
site? 

No, the City does not currently have special 
standards for group homes regarding location, 
design or operation. Program 20 is proposed to 
update the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

Building Codes
Has the locality adopted the Uniform Building 
Code?

Yes – On January 1, 2008, the 2007 
California Building Code based on the 2006 
International Building Code went into effect. 
No amendments have been made that affect 
the ability to accommodate persons with 
disabilities.

Source: City of King



Chapter 6. Constraints

72

6.6 non-GoVeRnMenTal ConsTRaInTs

The availability and cost of housing is strongly influenced by market factors over which local 
governments have little or no control.  Nonetheless, State law requires that the Housing Element 
contain a general assessment of these constraints. This assessment can serve as the basis for 
actions to offset the effects of such constraints. The primary non-governmental constraints to 
the development of new housing in the City of King are land costs, construction costs, and 
environmental constraints.  

land Costs:  
Costs associated with the acquisition of land include both the market price of raw land and the 
cost of holding the property throughout the development process. These costs can account 
for over half of the final sales prices of new homes in very small developments and in areas 
where land is scarce.  Among the variables affecting the cost of land are its location, amenities, 
the availability and proximity of public services, and financing arrangements.  According to 
local real estate sources, as of January 2009, unimproved land that is suitable for single-family 
development in the City of King costs approximately $287,000 for a 10,000 square foot lot.  
However, there are very few vacant lots available for sale within the City limits.  Moreover, the 
residual land value is close to zero due to the drop in housing prices and the cost of construction.  
The majority of suitable lots available for residential development are outside the City limits 
and are constrained by inadequate infrastructure and agricultural activities.

Construction Costs:  
Construction costs vary widely depending on the type, size, and amenities of the development. 
Construction costs for typical single-family residential buildings range from approximately 
$100 to $150 per square foot; however, construction costs can run more than $200 per square 
foot depending on the quality of Construction and on-site  environmental constraints. 

environmental Constraints:  
The following potential physical and environmental constraints may affect development 
regulated by the City of King by limiting the development potential and/or adding mitigation 
costs to a project:

agricultural land 
The City of King is surrounded predominantly by “prime farmland,” broadly defined as land 
with the best combination of physical and chemical properties able to sustain long-term 
production of agricultural crops. Recognizing the importance of agricultural resources, the 
City’s General Plan sets forth “agricultural resources” goals in the Conservation, Open Space, 
and Safety Element. According to Goal 1.2, ”The City shall conserve agricultural resources for 
future generations and preserve viable, prime agricultural lands in the Planning Area which are 
not required for future urban growth.”  
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In recent years, the Monterey County Agricultural and Historical Land Conservancy, the American 
Farmland Trust, local landowners, the City, and the County have created farmland security 
perimeters through agricultural easements.  The agricultural easements, which include viable 
farmlands to the south and north of the City of King, allow farming in perpetuity. In addition, 
the Williamson Act of 1965 allows farmers to enter into land conservation contracts with the 
County, typically for 20 years, enabling them to have reduced property taxes in exchange for 
maintaining their lot in agricultural production.  Williamson Act contracts include much of the 
developable land located north and south of the City of King.   
 
natural and manmade hazards 
The San Lorenzo Creek and Salinas River floodplains are the greatest potential hazard, bordering 
the southwestern portion of the City and traversing the City in a northeasterly direction to 
intersect the Salinas River. The City and County regulate development within the floodplain. 
Few buildings or homes are in the floodplain today that would be endangered by a 100-year 
flood.  There are no areas known to be subject to seismic hazard or to soils or geologic failure in 
the City of King.  No known faults are situated within the City of King planning area.  Moreover, 
none of the soil types within the City of King are known to be subject to liquefaction, except 
river soils along the Salinas River and San Lorenzo Creek.  

Figure 6.2 FEMA Flood Zone Map

100 Yr Flood Zone

500 Yr Flood Zone

City Boundaries 

North

LEGEND

Source: City of King
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6.7 aVaIlabIlITY of fInanCInG

Many programs within the State of California exist to provide cities, communities, and counties 
financial assistance in the development, preservation, and rehabilitation of units for workforce 
housing. The Department of Housing and Community Development identifies and provides 
detailed information on the grants and loans available for affordable and workforce housing, 
which include: 

affordable housing Innovation program: 
This program provides grants or loans to fund the development or preservation of workforce 
housing.

building equity and growth in neighborhoods program: 
Provides grants and loans to first-time low and moderate income buyers. 
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/begin

Calhome program: 
Provides grants and loans to very-low income homeowners.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/calhome

emergency housing and assistance program Capital development: 
Provides deferred payment loans for capital development activities for: emergency shelters, 
transitional housing, and safe havens.
homeless@hcd.ca.gov

emergency housing and assistance program Capital development: 
Provides deferred payment loans for capital development activities for: emergency shelters, 
transitional housing, and safe havens.
homeless@hcd.ca.gov

emergency housing and assistance program operating facility grants: 
Provides grants for: emergency shelters, transitional housing, and supportive services for 
homeless individuals and families. 
homeless@hcd.ca.gov

enterprise Zone program: 
Provides incentives such as sales tax credits and operation deductions for business 
investment.
etips@hcd.ca.gov

federal emergency shelter grant program: 
Provides grants to fund emergency shelters and transitional housing for the homeless.
homeless@hcd.ca.gov
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governor’s homeless Initiative: 
Provides loans for the development of supportive housing for homeless residents who suffer 
from severe mental illness.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/ghi

home Investment partnerships program: 
Provides cities, counties, and nonprofit organizations with grants and low-interest loans to 
develop and preserve workforce housing.
home@hcd.ca.gov

housing assistance program: 
Provides grants to assist housing payments for extremely-low to very-low-income housing.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/hap

joe serna, jr. farmworker housing grant program: 
Provides grants and loans to finance the construction, repair, and purchase of rental units for 
farmworker housing.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/fwhg

multifamily housing program: 
Provide deferred payment loans to fund the construction, repair, and purchase of permanent 
and rental units for supportive housing. This includes housing for low-income residents with 
disabilities, or those who are at risk of homelessness.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/mhp

office of migrant services: 
Provides grants to assist in seasonal rental housing and support for migrant farmworker 
families.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/oms

predevelopment loan program: 
Provides short-term loans for financing low-income housing projects.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/pdlp

state Cdbg program economic development allocation, over the Counter Component: 
Provides grants to create or sustain jobs for rural low-income workers.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/cdbg/econdev.html

state Cdbg program general, native american, and Colonias allocations: 
Provides grants to fund housing, capital improvement, and community projects that benefit 
lower-income residents in rural communities.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/cdbg/gennatamcol.html

Workforce housing reward program: 
Provides grants to cities and counties that approve permits for new workforce housing going 
to very-low to low-income households.
www.hcd.ca.gov/fa/whrp
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CHaPTeR 7
eValUaTIon of PReVIoUs HoUsInG eleMenT 

7.1 sUMMaRY of PRoGRess

Table 7.1 summarizes the City’s regional housing needs allocation for the period of January 
2000 through December 2006 and the number of housing units built or approved during that 
planning period. Since January 2000, 382 single-family and multi-family homes have been built 
or approved. Most of these were affordable to above-moderate households. However, 19 units 
were homes affordable to low-income households.

Table 7.1 Progress During Previous Planning Period, 2000-2006
Income Level 2000-2006 RHNA Housing Built or 

Approved Since 
January 2000

Remainder of 
Housing Goals

Very Low 140 0 140
Low 142 19 123
Moderate 204 0 204
Above-Moderate 305 363 0
Total 791 382 451

Source: AMBAG, 2008 and City of King, 2008
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The following tables summarize the implementation status of programs from the previous 
planning period. The existing programs include actions to address:

1. Provision of Future Sites
2. Infill Development
3. Redevelopment Assistance
4. Density Bonus
5. Limitations on Multi-Family Housing
6. Code Enforcement
7. Residential Rehabilitation Assistance
8. Redevelopment Project Area
9. Section 8 Rental Assistance
10. Homeownership Program
11. Involvement of Public Agencies and Non-Profits
12. Farmworker Housing
13. Inclusionary Housing
14. Second Unit Ordinance
15. Siting of Emergency and Transitional Shelters
16. Housing for Disabled Persons
17. Fair Housing Program
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CHaPTeR 8
Goals, PolICIes, & PRoGRaMs

California State law requires that the Housing Element contain a “statement of the community’s 
goals, quantified objectives, and policies relative to the maintenance, improvement, and 
development of housing.” This section describes the proposed goals, policies, implementation 
programs, and objectives of the Housing Element for the City of King.

Goals are general statements of purpose and indicate the direction the City will take with 
respect to housing problems. Policies are statements of the City’s position regarding the various 
housing issues identified and provide a link between the goals. Programs are steps to be taken 
to implement the policies. Some of the programs contain quantified objectives, which refer to 
the number of housing units that are expected to be constructed, conserved or rehabilitated 
through implementation of the program during the time frame of the Housing Element. The 
quantified objectives represent measurable outcomes, which can be used to evaluate the 
success of the Housing Element in the future.

This Housing Element includes several new policies, programs, and institutional changes 
intended to increase the amount of affordable housing and housing rehabilitation in the City. 
While most of the new efforts will be initiated shortly after adoption of the Housing Element, 
full implementation and the intended results will take much longer to realize.  
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The City will annually evaluate the progress and effectiveness of these efforts in accordance 
with State law. Programs that prove effective for the City of King will be reinforced, while those 
that do not work may be discontinued, so that resources can be directed to other housing 
ideas. The City’s efforts to increase affordable housing should be viewed as long term, ongoing, 
and dynamic.

HoUsInG Goals anD PolICIes

housIng aVaIlabIlIty and serVICes

goal 1: to provide new housing units accessible to all members of the community in 
accordance with the regional fair share housing goals.

policy 1.1 Encourage the development of a range of housing types and prices to 
facilitate housing production commensurate with the City’s regional share and address 
the City’s job-based housing demand.

policy 1.2 Regulate the development of large tracts through the Specific Plan process 
as a means to ensure quality projects and provide for a range in types and prices of 
housing.

policy 1.3 Promote innovative development plans (e.g., planned development, cluster 
development, zero-lot-line housing concepts, etc.) that will help to increase the number 
of affordable housing units.

policy 1.4 Provide rental and homeownership assistance to expand housing 
opportunities and encourage neighborhood stability.

policy 1.5 Offer regulatory incentives and concessions for affordable housing, such 
as relief from development standards, density bonuses, or fee waivers where deemed 
appropriate.

policy 1.6 Encourage the construction of housing on underutilized lots to assist in 
revitalizing the downtown and older neighborhoods.

policy 1.7 Ensure the provision of adequate infrastructure, public services, and facilities 
needed to support new housing units.

policy 1.8 Regulate land uses and housing design to minimize the consumption of 
water and energy usage and encourage the design and construction of high quality 
housing products.
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policy 2.3 Implement Community Development agency plans to improve economic 
opportunities, revitalize neighborhoods, and help ensure and improve quality of life for 
the City of King residents.

speCIal housIng needs

goal 3: to meet the housing needs of special groups of City residents, including a growing 
senior population, large families, single mothers, farmworkers, homeless, seniors and the 
disabled.

policy 4.1 The City shall encourage the development of housing for seniors, including 
congregate care facilities.

policy 3.2 City policies, programs, and ordinances shall provide opportunities for 
handicapped persons to reside in all neighborhoods.

policy 3.3 The City will reduce the parking requirements for special needs housing if a 
proponent can demonstrate a reduced parking need and not affect public health and 
safety. 

policy 3.4 The City will work with the County and nearby cities to provide adequate 
homeless shelters and services in the South County area.

faIr and eQual housIng opportunIty

goal 4: to ensure fair and equal housing opportunity for all, regardless of race, age, marital 
status, ethnicity, sex, religion, household type, or other protected status or special needs 
households.

policy 4.1 Support fair housing services to ensure that residents are aware of their rights 
and responsibilities with respect to fair housing.

housIng and neIghborhood ConserVatIon

goal 2: to preserve and rehabilitate the existing housing stock to meet health and safety 
requirements and to improve the quality of life of residents.

policy 2.1 Continue to monitor and enforce building and property maintenance code 
standards in residential neighborhoods.

policy 2.2 Encourage the rehabilitation of housing in disrepair and demolition of units that 
are substandard and beyond repair as a means to help improve the neighborhoods.
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policy 4.2 Discourage discrimination in either the sale or rental of housing on the basis 
of State or federal protected classes.

policy 4.3 Encourage housing opportunities for those residents who have special 
housing needs, such as farm workers, large families, elderly, disabled persons, and other 
identified special needs groups.

policy 4.4 Assist agencies and organizations that serve residents with special housing 
needs, including seniors, disabled, single-parents and the homeless.

energy ConserVatIon
Goal 5: To increase the efficiency of energy use in new and existing homes, with a concurrent 
reduction in housing costs.

policy 5.1 All new dwelling units shall be required to meet current State requirements 
for energy efficiency. The retrofitting of existing units shall be encouraged.

policy 5.2 New land use patterns should encourage energy efficiency, to the extent 
feasible.

HoUsInG aVaIlabIlITY anD seRVICes

1) provision of future sites
Large tracts that require specific plans for development (and in some cases annexation) 
represent the community’s greatest opportunity for providing housing. The City will continue 
to work with potential developers, the Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission, 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, and regional water and service providers to 
ensure that sufficient land for residential development is available, agricultural land is preserved, 
and infrastructure and services are able to meet the City’s future housing needs. This includes 
prezoning and annexing land suitable for residential use. 

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   Cooperate with project proponents to develop a variety of housing 
   types and prices. Coordinate consultation meetings during the 
   conceptual stage to facilitate project approval.
Units:    650 (Downtown Addition Specific Plan)
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2) Infill development
Underutilized lots within the City boundaries represent an opportunity for the development 
of housing. Infill housing can be less costly than developing raw land, because much of the 
existing infrastructure and public services are already in place. In addition, improving sites can 
be an effective tool for eliminating blight particularly in redevelopment project areas. Finally, 
higher density infill housing may be appropriate in neighborhoods where existing patterns of 
development are mixed. In order to promote infill, the City will: 

•	 Keep a current inventory of potential development sites particularly in the redevelopment 
project area.

•	 Allow and encourage mixed-use.
•	 Allow and promote small and irregular size lot development. The City is in the process of 

developing more flexible development standards for small lots downtown (the City recently 
received two grants from Caltrans for planning and code amendments). 

•	 Consider increasing height limits to allow three stories in multifamily and commercial 
zones.

•	 Offer development incentives (e.g. fee waivers and below market-rate financing) negotiated 
through development agreements to increase multi-family housing.

•	 Work with water and sewer providers to prioritize services and ensure that adequate 
capacity is available to accommodate housing needs, especially housing for lower income 
households (Government Code §65589.7).

Funding Source:  Set-aside and other funds
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   The City will continue to encourage the development of 
   underutilized parcels in City limits. The City will conduct an 
   underutilized land survey to identify other suitable parcels as a first 
   step in the process.
Units:    25

3) adequate sites 
In order to meet State law requirements (Government Code Section 65583(c)(1) (A) and 65583(c)
(1) (B) to address the 2007 - 2014 RHNA, the City shall amend the General Plan and the Zoning 
Ordinance to provide adequate sites at a minimum of 20 dwelling units per acre “by right” on 
certain sites or in certain zones. At least half (50%) of these sites shall be zoned for residential 
uses only. The applications can be subject to design review as long as the project does not 
trigger the CEQA review process.

The City has identified a 33 acre opportunity site near Highway 101 and First Avenue (APN 
235-051-010) that could be rezoned to meet the State requirements and to accommodate the 
remaining 146 very low- and low-income units allocated for this planning period (see Chapter 5 
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for further discussion). This site or another equally attractive site (e.g. Creek Bridge, Mills Ranch, 
or the Downtown Addition Specific Plan- see Sections 5.2 and 5.3) will be eligible to meet the 
State adequate sites requirement. To meet the remaining RHNA (146 units), the City will rezone 
at least 7.3 acres. 

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   One year after adoption of the Housing Element
Objective:   Encourage higher density residential development and meet State law  
   requirements for the 2007 - 2014 extremely low, very low, and 
   low-income RHNA
Units:    146 

4) partner with the development Community 
The City will continue to leverage financial resources and partner with the development 
community to support affordable housing, diversify the housing stock, and write down 
development costs. A particular emphasis will be placed on pursuing development programs 
and funds that meet extremely low, very low, and low-income needs. As opportunities arise, 
developments that include units for extremely low-income households will be prioritized. This 
will be accomplished by working with appropriate non-profit organizations, such as CHISPA 
and the Monterey County Housing Authority, to identify funding opportunities. Specifically, 
the City will: 

•	 Contact potential affordable housing developers.
•	 Identify funding opportunities and pursue financing, such as Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) Funds, BEGIN Program (down payment assistance for first-time 
homebuyers), Self Help Housing (CalHome Program), Joe Serna Farmworker Grants, and 
HOME funding.

•	 Assist in preparing applications for funds.
•	 Work with housing sponsors to help with scores for readiness and neighborhood 

revitalization.
•	 Provide regulatory concessions and incentives, as necessary, to encourage and facilitate the 

construction of affordable housing.

Funding Source: General Fund
Responsible Agency: Community Development Department, 
   Community Development Agency,  and City Council
Timeframe:  Apply for funding on an annual basis
Objective:  Assist with financial incentives to encourage the production of   
   affordable housing. Coordinate efforts to match potential 
   developers and sites with funding resources.
Units:   25
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5) Community development agency assistance
The City of King has a history of facilitating and encouraging the production of qualified housing 
projects. In the 1990s, the City often used redevelopment funds to finance the construction of 
infrastructure in return for deed restricting affordable units. The City provided funds for the 
Royal Coach subdivision to help finance storm sewer and circulation improvements. More 
recently, the City provided $700,000 in set-aside funds for recreational improvements. In return, 
145 single-family units were sold as affordable to lower and moderate-income households. The 
City’s Community Development Agency will continue to leverage State funds and evaluate 
appropriate projects and programs for receiving financial assistance, including:

•	 Subsidizing development and impact fees for affordable and senior housing.
•	 Creating a mixed-use overlay zone to promote the revitalization of the downtown area by 

increasing options of future development.
•	 Creating a first-time home buyer program (See also Program 9).
•	 When feasible, prioritizing funding for projects that include units for extremely low-income 

households.

Funding Source:  Redevelopment Funds
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Agency and 
   Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Decide whether to create a mixed-use overlay zone and first-time      
   homebuyer program by end of 2011, seek out funding for extremely  
   low- income projects annually, and ongoing. 
Objective:   Continue to evaluate, on a case-by-case basis, the provision 
   of redevelopment funds to encourage the production of 
   extremely low, very low, and low- income units. 
Units:    15

6) density bonus program
The City will adopt a density bonus ordinance in compliance with California Government Code 
§ 65915 and develop an outreach program to ensure its successful implementation.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   End of 2011 
Objective:   Adopt density bonus housing ordinance to assist in the creation 
   of affordable housing. Promote the financial feasibility of development 
   of affordable housing using density bonuses and developer incentives  
   and concessions. Develop program brochures or other material to 
   be made available at the public counter.
Units:    5
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7) limitations on multi-family housing
The City will amend the General Plan Land Use Element and remove restriction on multi-family 
housing. Currently, the General Plan has several policies in place, which restrict the types of 
housing in annexed areas. General Plan Land Use Element Policy 6.1.2 states that “the Specific 
Plan for an Urban reserve/ Agriculture area shall not designate additional “R-4” High-Density 
nor “R-3” Medium-High Density residential land for areas larger than 2.5 acres, nor any “R-2” 
Medium-Density residential land for areas larger than 4 acres. This policy ensures that the 
majority of new housing in the City of King will be single-family detached homes, but also 
constrains the production of multi-family housing. 

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department, Planning Commission, 
   and City Council
Timeframe:   End of 2010
Objective:   The City will amend the General Plan Land Use Element and remove 
   the restriction on multi-family housing. 
Units:    n/a

8) housing Choice Voucher program 
The Monterey County Housing Authority administers the Housing Choice Voucher Program for 
the City of King. The Program offers a voucher that pays the difference between the current fair 
market rents established by HUD and what a tenant can afford to pay (i.e. 30% of household 
income). The City will work with the County and potential landlords to promote the Housing 
Choice Voucher Program.

Funding Source:  Housing Choice Voucher Program
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department and Monterey County 
   Housing Authority
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   Work with the County and landlords to increase the units available 
   under the Housing Choice Voucher Program.
Units:    n/a

9) homeownership program
The City of King has provided a significant amount of financial assistance for low and moderate 
first-time homebuyers. The City used redevelopment set-aside funds to provide grants to 96 
households as part of the Royal Coach Project and 45 households as part of the Riverview 
Gardens project. The City of King recognizes that low and moderate-income households need 
assistance in purchasing their first home. As such, the City will continue to provide financial 
assistance to specific projects to encourage home ownership and will consider creating a first-
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time home buyer program that provides zero interest second mortgages to income eligible 
households to help bridge the gap between the amount of the first loan and the purchase 
price. 

Funding Source:  Set-aside Funds
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department and Community 
   Development Agency
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   Continue to use set-aside and other funds to assist with 
   homeownership on a project by-project basis.  
Units:    10

10) Workforce housing 
The City shall consider an affordable housing linkage fee on nonresidential development to 
support the development of workforce housing.  This ordinance will consider alternatives to 
paying the fee such as construction of housing on-site, construction of housing off-site, and/or 
dedication of land for housing.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Within 3 years of adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   Promote workforce housing.
Units:    10 

11) density minimums 
All Zoning Districts allowing residential development should be amended to include minimum 
residential densities to ensure that existing available land is not underutilized.

Funding Source:  General Fun
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Within 3 years of adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   The Zoning Ordinance shall be amended to include minimum 
   residential densities.
Units:    n/a
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12) second units 
The City will provide incentives for smaller, more affordable secondary dwelling units. Such 
incentives can include reduced fees, permit streamlining, smaller lot size requirements for 
second units, and standardized building plans.

Funding Source: General Fund
Responsible Agency: Community Development Department
Timeframe:  Within 1 year after the adoption of Housing Element
Objective:  Provide incentives to homeowners and encourage smaller, 
   more affordable secondary dwelling units.
Units:   15

13) mobile homes
The City will amend the Zoning Ordinance to comply with State law and allow mobile and 
manufactured homes in residential zones subject to the requirements of California Health and 
Safety Code §18500 et seq.

Funding Source: General Fund
Responsible Agency: Community Development Department
Timeframe:  Within 1 year of adoption of Housing Element
Objective:  Compliance with Sate law
Units:   n/a

HoUsInG anD neIGHboRHooD ConseRVaTIon

14) Code enforcement
Continue to work with the community to remedy code violations. Code Enforcement is an 
important means to ensure that the character and quality of neighborhoods and housing 
is maintained. To that end, the City’s Code Enforcement Staff will work to enforce State and 
local regulations. City Staff will also provide targeted Code Enforcement in older residential 
neighborhoods to address deferred maintenance in housing and infrastructure. In conjunction 
with Code Enforcement activities, the City will provide information to homeowners on 
rehabilitation assistance, referring property owners to the City’s Residential Rehabilitation 
Assistance Program.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   Continue to work with the community to remedy code violations. 
   Refer property owners to the Residential Rehabilitation 
   Assistance Program. 
Units:    n/a
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15) residential rehabilitation assistance 
The City shall encourage the systematic use of its redevelopment tax increment funds and 
other resources to rehabilitate the City’s existing low and moderate-income housing. In 
particular, many homes within the City’s older residential neighborhoods and in the downtown 
area have been identified by the City’s redevelopment plan as needing substantial repairs 
and rehabilitation. To improve the condition of the community’s housing stock, the City will 
provide deferred loans of up to $50,000 for low and moderate homeowners for exterior repairs, 
accessibility improvements, and innovations. Advertising for the program will be through PG&E 
electric bills.

Funding Source:  Redevelopment Funds
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Initiate program in 2011. Implementation will be on-going. 
Objective:   Implement a Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program. 
   Advertise through PG&E electric bills.
Units:    15

16) redevelopment project area
The City has adopted a Redevelopment Project Area consisting of two non-continuous areas, 
totaling 677 acres.  The larger portion of the project area (642 acres) lies in northeast City of King 
and includes portions of the central business district, neighborhoods, and industrial areas. The 
smaller, detached portion of the Project Area encompasses the U.S. Highway 101/First Street 
interchange. Goals, policies, and strategies have been designed to eliminate blight, improve 
pedestrian and vehicle circulation, improve commercial viability and expand the community’s 
supply of low and moderate income housing.

Funding Source:  Redevelopment Funds
Responsible Agency:  Finance Department
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   Continue to implement the Redevelopment Implementation Plan and   
   allocate housing set-aside funds as required by State law.
Units:    n/a

sPeCIal HoUsInG neeDs

17) farmworker housing
The City has been actively involved in facilitating and encouraging the production of farm 
worker housing. The City will provide redevelopment funds for farmworker housing and will  
continue to work with non-profit agencies and landowners to provide farmworker housing.

Funding Source:  Redevelopment Funds
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Agency, Community 
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   Development Department, Planning Commission, and City Council
Timeframe:   Ongoing
Objective:   Continue to facilitate other farmworker housing projects. 
Units:    15

18) farmworker housing
The City will amend the Zoning Ordinance to ensure that permit processing procedures for 
farmworker housing do not conflict with Health and Safety Code Sections 17021.5, which 
states that farmworker housing for six or fewer employees should be “deemed a single-family 
structure with a residential land use designation”, and 17021.6 which states that “no conditional 
use permit, zoning variance, or other zoning clearance shall be required of employee housing 
that serves 12 or fewer employees and if it is not required of any other agricultural activity in 
the same zone”.  The City shall also ensure that such procedures encourage and facilitate the 
development of housing for farmworkers.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Within 1 year after adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   Compliance with Health and Safety Code Sections 17021.5 and 17021.6   
   and procedures that encourage and facilitate the development of 
   farmworker housing.
Units:    n/a

19) siting of emergency shelters and transitional housing
The City of King has a nominal number of homeless persons. However, the City of King Zoning 
Ordinance does not directly address transitional housing and emergency shelters. The City 
of King will amend the Zoning Ordinance and permit procedures to encourage and facilitate 
emergency shelters in compliance with State law (SB 2). This means that sufficient capacity must 
be identified to accommodate at least one year-round shelter by right, without discretionary 
approval.  The City will also amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit transitional and supportive 
housing as a residential use subject to the same standards and requirements that apply to other 
residential uses. The City has identified several potential areas with available vacant acreage for 
a homeless shelter, which include the industrial area (1.68 vacant acres), vacant opportunity 
site (APN 235-051-010) (33.7 acres), and the fairgrounds (18.76 vacant acres). 

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   WIthin 1 year after adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit the siting of emergency 
   shelters and transitional facilities in compliance with State law. 
Units:    n/a
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20) group home program
To comply with State law, the City will permit group care facilities, including foster care homes, 
serving six or fewer persons by right in all residential zones. Group care facilities for seven or 
more will be conditionally permitted in appropriate zones. 

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   WIthin 1 year after adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit residential care facilities 
   in appropriate zones as required by State law. 
Units:    n/a

faIR anD eqUal HoUsInG oPPoRTUnITIes

21) fair housing program
Continue to disseminate fair housing information, including landlord/tenants rights and 
responsibilities, contacts for fair housing assistance, and other appropriate educational 
materials. The materials will be provided in Spanish and English and will be published on the 
City’s website, n the City Manager’s column, and in utility bills.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   Implement program with information available on website and 
   utility bills.
Units:    n/a

22) reasonable accommodation ordinance
The City shall establish a reasonable accommodation procedure  (i.e. that does not require a 
CUP or variance) to assist people with disabilities and ensure equal access to housing. Current 
regulations, policies, and practices should not:

•	 Deny housing based upon the disability of the residents.
•	 Impose special restrictions on disability related services.
•	 Characterize congregate living arrangements as a business.
•	 Impose restrictions on ADA retrofits.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Within 1 year after adoption of the Housing Element
Objective:   Reasonable accommodation procedures.
Units:    n/a
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23) universal design
Universal design is based on the idea that throughout life, all people experience changes in 
their abilities. The goal of universal design is to design environments to be usable by all people, 
to the greatest extent possible, without the need for adaptation or specialized design. Universal 
design features include:

•	 Entrances to homes without steps.
•	 Hallways and doors that comfortably accommodate strollers and wheelchairs.
•	 Lever door handles and doors of the appropriate weight.
•	 Electrical outlets that can be accessed without having to move furniture.
•	 Rocker action light switches to aide people with a loss of finger dexterity.
•	 Showers that can accommodate a wheel chair, and that have adjustable showerheads  

to accommodate people of different heights.
•	 Kitchens with varying counter heights.

The City shall work with homebuilders to encourage universal design in new construction and 
remodels in a way that does not increase housing costs.
Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Within 1 year after adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   A greater number of homes that accommodate people of 
   different abilities.
Units:    n/a

eneRGY ConseRVaTIon

24) efficient land use
As part of its General Plan update, the City shall emphasize efficient land use and development 
patterns that conserve resources, such as fuel, water and land, and allow for the development 
of higher-density development in the vicinity of major transit nodes, pedestrian-oriented 
development patterns, and preservation of open space areas. These strategies are intended to 
reduce energy consumption and conserve land and water resources.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Within 5 years after adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   Adopt policies in the General Plan Update that require efficient use 
   of land.
Units:    n/a
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25) smart planning Incentives
Support applications for affordable housing funds from agencies that reward smart planning, 
such as the HCD’s Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and the California Tax Credit Allocation 
Committee.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   The City will continue to support applications for funds for projects 
   which include smart planning.
Units:    n/a

26) energy efficiency mortgage programs
Through coordination with the California Energy Commission (CEC), create an incentives 
program for the installation of solar energy systems on new residential projects and existing 
residential development. Solar energy systems certified by the CEC and installed with a five 
year warranty are eligible to receive a tax credit equal to the lesser of 15 percent of the purchase 
cost of a photovoltaic or wind driven system with a generating capacity of not more than 200 
kilowatts. This credit will sunset on January 1, 2011.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department and Finance Department 
Timeframe:   Within 1 year after adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   Encourage projects to take advantage of these incentives.
Units:    n/a

27) energy efficient housing
Support the California Energy Commission energy efficiency requirements in new housing and 
encourage the installation of energy saving devices in pre-1975 housing.

Funding Source:  General Fund, Redevelopment Funds
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   Encourage projects that take advantage of energy efficiency.
Units:    n/a
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28) energy and Water Conservation
Continue to monitor energy and water usage in the City and investigate other appropriate 
programs to conserve these and other natural resources. 

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   On-going
Objective:   Reduce residential (and commercial) water use 20 percent by 2010 
   and reduce the overall energy usage in the City.
Units:    n/a

29) green building standards
The City shall support and encourage Green Building design standards in new construction 
and redevelopment to promote increased energy conservation. The City should establish 
regulations requiring the development of environmentally sustainable buildings. Possible 
targets include:

•	 Achieve LEED™ certification for all new buildings 10,000 square feet or larger by 2010.
•	 Set a minimum target of 20 percent to the Silver LEED™ certification, 10 percent to the
•	 Gold LEED™ certification, and 2 percent to the Platinum LEED™ certification, with the 

remainder categorized simply as “Environmentally Sustainable Design”. 
•	 50 percent of new buildings smaller than 10,000 square feet should obtain at least LEED™ 

certification or its equivalent by 2010.

Funding Source:  General Fund
Responsible Agency:  Community Development Department
Timeframe:   Within 1 year after adoption of Housing Element
Objective:   Encourage projects that take advantage of energy efficiency.
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qUanTIfIeD obJeCTIVes

It is the City’s goal to further the provision of affordable, safe, efficient, and accessible housing to 
its residents during the time period planned for in this Housing Element Update. This includes 
providing affordable housing to extremely low-, very low-, low- and moderate-income persons 
and households who experience housing cost burdens, live in deteriorated units, or require 
services to maintain a satisfactory lifestyle.

Implementation of the housing programs is anticipated to result in the construction, 
rehabilitation and conservation of the numbers and types of units shown in Table 8.1. 

T he total number of new units contained in Table 8.1 falls below the new construction target 
number for the City as projected in the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) which is 
addressed in Chapter 4 of the Housing Element. However, the City’s quantified objectives are 
based on resources and an assumed growth rate that can easily change as a result of a highly 
volatile housing market. If the market dictates, the RHNA target can be met.

Table 8.1 Summary of Quantified Objectives

Source: Lisa Wise Consulting, 2008

Programs Income Categories
Extremely 

Low
Very 
Low

Lower Moderate Above 
Moderate

Total

New Construction
Housing Availability and Services
1) Provision of Future Sites 2 13 35 150 450 650

2) Infill Development 2 3 10 10 - 25

3) Adequate Sites 13 26 100 - - 141

4) Partner with Development Community 2 3 15 5 - 25

5) Redevelopment Assistance 2 3 10 - - 15

6) Density Bonus Program - 2 3 - - 5

9) Homeownership Program - - 5 5 - 10

10) Workforce Housing - 1 4 5 - 10

12) Second Units - - 5 10 - 15

Housing and Neighborhood Conservation
15) Residential Rehabilitation Assistance - 5 5 5 - 15

Special Housing Needs
17) Farmworker Housing 10 20 15 - - 15

Total 28 65 182 190 450 900
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Table i. Vacant Land Spreadsheet

i

KING CITY ‐ APPENDIX A

Vacant APN11
ZONING
_I_1

ZONING_C_1
General Plan 
Designation

Acres
Max 

Allowable 
Density

Max Unit 
Capacity

Realistic 
Allowable 
Density

Realistic 
Unit 

Capacity

Comments

A

Y 026‐301‐004 A Agriculture MDR 2.20 n/a n/a

2.20

C‐1

Y 026‐253‐009
C‐1 Retail Commercial

Retail 
Commercial 

(RC)  0.17 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐193‐012 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.17 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐253‐010 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.17 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐163‐004 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.16 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐163‐011 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.18 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐162‐013 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.21 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐194‐016 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.17 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐193‐002 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.20 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐252‐005 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.17 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐252‐004 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.22 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐195‐021 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.34 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐252‐010 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.16 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐195‐020 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.36 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐195‐012 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.16 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐163‐002 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.16 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐195‐014 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.17 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐195‐018 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.15 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐193‐001 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.15 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

Y 026‐193‐016 C‐1 Retail Commercial RC 0.17 4.5 du/ac 1 n/a n/a

3.62 19.00 15
at 80% 
buildout

C‐1‐TD

Y 026‐253‐012 C‐1‐TD Retail Commercial 
Transition

NC 0.17 n/a n/a

Y 026‐253‐011 C‐1‐TD Retail Commercial 
Transition

NC 0.18 n/a n/a

0.35

C‐2

Y 026‐254‐014 C‐2 General Commercial GC 0.21 n/a n/a

Y 026‐242‐002 C‐2 General Commercial GC 0.29 n/a n/a

Y 026‐254‐013 C‐2 General Commercial GC 0.18 n/a n/a

Y 026‐284‐003 C‐2 General Commercial GC  0.17 n/a n/a

Y 026‐284‐004 C‐2 General Commercial GC  0.15 n/a n/a

Y 026‐301‐005 C‐2 General Commercial GC  1.42 n/a n/a

Y 026‐301‐006 C‐2 General Commercial GC  0.83 n/a n/a

Y 026‐301‐003 C‐2 General Commercial GC  0.68 n/a n/a
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Vacant APN11
ZONING
_I_1

ZONING_C_1
General Plan 
Designation

Acres
Max 

Allowable 
Density

Max Unit 
Capacity

Realistic 
Allowable 
Density

Realistic 
Unit 

Capacity

Comments

Y 026‐261‐027 C‐2 General Commercial GC  0.34 n/a n/a

Y 026‐293‐003 C‐2 General Commercial GC  0.52 n/a n/a

4.78

C‐N

Y 026‐561‐001
C‐N

Limited 
Neighborhood 
Commercial

NC
1.06 n/a n/a

Y 026‐561‐056
C‐N

Limited 
Neighborhood 
Commercial

NC
0.17 n/a n/a

Y 026‐561‐057
C‐N

Limited 
Neighborhood 
Commercial

NC
4.52 n/a n/a

Y 026‐501‐005
C‐N

Limited 
Neighborhood 
Commercial

NC
0.75 n/a n/a

Y 026‐501‐006
C‐N

Limited 
Neighborhood 
Commercial

NC
0.70 n/a n/a

7.20

H‐S

Y 235‐051‐012
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
0.73 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 235‐051‐014
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
7.68 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Hi h S i

Y 026‐451‐059
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
0.27 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 026‐401‐019
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
0.05 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 026‐401‐018
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
0.01 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 026‐031‐002
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
1.64 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 235‐052‐006
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
3.74 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 026‐391‐021
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
0.17 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 026‐031‐007
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
1.55 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 026‐391‐025
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
2.27 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 235‐051‐008
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
0.50 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer
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Vacant APN11
ZONING
_I_1

ZONING_C_1
General Plan 
Designation

Acres
Max 

Allowable 
Density

Max Unit 
Capacity

Realistic 
Allowable 
Density

Realistic 
Unit 

Capacity

Comments

Y 026‐391‐025
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
0.02 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 026‐391‐025
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

HSC
0.01 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

Y 235‐051‐010
H‐S

Highway Service 
Commercial

PD
33.70 n/a n/a

No water/ 
sewer

52.36

M‐1

Y 026‐285‐005 M‐1 Industrial LI 1.20 n/a n/a

Y 026‐521‐030 M‐1 Industrial LI 1.03 n/a n/a

Y 026‐121‐006 M‐1 Industrial LI 4.46 n/a n/a

Y 026‐285‐006 M‐1 Industrial LI 0.21 n/a n/a

Y 026‐351‐020 M‐1 Industrial LI 0.05 n/a n/a

Y 026‐351‐021 M‐1 Industrial LI 0.12 n/a n/a

7.07

M‐2

Y No APN M‐2 General Industrial GI 16.64 n/a n/a

Y 245‐051‐041 M‐2 General Industrial GI 60.48 n/a n/a

Y 235‐021‐010 M‐2 General Industrial GI 0.08 n/a n/a

Y 235‐021‐014 M‐2 General Industrial GI 3.40 n/a n/a

Y 235‐021‐016 M‐2 General Industrial GI 11.29 n/a n/a

Y 235‐021‐011 M‐2 General Industrial GI 0.04 n/a n/a

Y 235‐021‐012 M‐2 General Industrial GI 1.29 n/a n/a

93.24

M‐3

Y 026‐351‐036 M‐3 Heavy Industrial GI 2.52 n/a n/a

Y 026‐351‐035 M‐3 Heavy Industrial GI 2.05 n/a n/a

Y 026‐351‐031 M‐3 Heavy Industrial GI 2.60 n/a n/a

7.17

O

Y 235‐072‐011
O Open Space PQ

12.84 n/a n/a
No water/ 
sewer

12.84

PD

Y 026‐561‐045 P‐D Planned 
Development

NC 0.12

Y 026‐561‐046 P‐D Planned 
Development

NC 0.12

Y 026‐561‐049 P‐D Planned 
Development

NC 0.12

Y 026‐561‐051 P‐D Planned 
Development

NC 0.20

Y 026‐561‐047 P‐D Planned 
Development

NC 0.12

Y 026‐561‐048 P‐D Planned 
Development

NC 0.12

Y 026‐561‐050 P‐D Planned 
Development

NC 0.14

Y 026‐561‐044 P‐D Planned 
Development

NC 0.12
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Vacant APN11
ZONING
_I_1

ZONING_C_1
General Plan 
Designation

Acres
Max 

Allowable 
Density

Max Unit 
Capacity

Realistic 
Allowable 
Density

Realistic 
Unit 

Capacity

Comments

1.06

PF

Y 235‐052‐008
P‐F Public Facilities PD

45.00 n/a n/a
No water/ 
sewer

Y 235‐052‐007
P‐F Public Facilities OS

43.00 n/a n/a
No water/ 
sewer

88.00

R‐1

Y 026‐041‐023 R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 6.67 7 du/ac 46.71 5.6 du/ac 37

Y 026‐041‐019 R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 0.17 7 du/ac 1.20 5.6 du/ac 1

Y 026‐433‐016 R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 0.52 7 du/ac 3.64 5.6 du/ac 3

Y 026‐401‐002 R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 0.13 7 du/ac 0.89 5.6 du/ac 1

Y 026‐461‐022 R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 0.97 7 du/ac 6.82 5.6 du/ac 5

Y 026‐461‐001 R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 0.31 7 du/ac 2.18 5.6 du/ac 2

Y 026‐041‐022 R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 0.21 7 du/ac 1.45 5.6 du/ac 1

Y No APN Listed R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 0.23 7 du/ac 1.64 5.6 du/ac 1

Y No APN Listed R‐1 Low Density 
Residential

LDR 0.23 7 du/ac 1.64 5.6 du/ac 1

9.45 66.18 53

R‐3R‐3

Y 026‐164‐005
R‐3

Medium High 
Density (Multiple) 

Residential

LDR
0.16 18 du/ac 2.92 14.4 du/ac 1

Y No APN Listed
R‐3

Medium High 
Density (Multiple) 

Residential

LDR
0.12 18 du/ac 2.25 14.4 du/ac 1

Y No APN Listed
R‐3

Medium High 
Density (Multiple) 

Residential

MDR
0.68 18 du/ac 12.32 14.4 du/ac 12

Y No APN Listed
R‐3

Medium High 
Density (Multiple) 

Residential

MDR
0.67 18 du/ac 12.06 14.4 du/ac 12

Y No APN Listed
R‐3

Medium High 
Density (Multiple) 

Residential

MDR
0.38 18 du/ac 6.79 14.4 du/ac 5

2.02 36.33 31
R‐4

Y 026‐051‐007
R‐4

High Density 
(Multiple) Residential

HSC
1.25 24 du/ac 30.00 19.2 du/ac 30

Y 026‐531‐019
R‐4

High Density 
(Multiple) Residential

HDR
0.34 24 du/ac 8.16 19.2 du/ac 7

Y 026‐173‐006
R‐4

High Density 
(Multiple) Residential

HDR
0.11 24 du/ac 2.68 19.2 du/ac 1

Vacant APN11
ZONING
_I_1

ZONING_C_1
General Plan 
Designation

Acres
Max 

Allowable 
Density

Max Unit 
Capacity

Realistic 
Allowable 
Density

Realistic 
Unit 

Capacity

Comments

Y 026‐172‐017
R‐4

High Density 
(Multiple) Residential

HDR
0.30 24 du/ac 7.19 19.2 du/ac 6

Y 026‐162‐009
R‐4

High Density 
(Multiple) Residential

HDR
0.11 24 du/ac 2.58 19.2 du/ac 1

Y 026‐531‐013
R‐4

High Density 
(Multiple) Residential

HDR
0.74 24 du/ac 17.76 19.2 du/ac 15

Y 026‐092‐002
R‐4

High Density 
(Multiple) Residential

HDR
0.19 24 du/ac 4.59 19.2 du/ac 4

Y 026‐172‐016
R‐4

High Density 
(Multiple) Residential

HDR
0.22 24 du/ac 5.31 19.2 du/ac 4

3.26 78.27 67

TOTAL 18.35 199.78 166
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